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"O ur u n d e rs ta n d in g  reaches as f a r  as ou r an th ropom orph ism "
Sigmund F reud .
SUMMARY
"A man cannot be shown w ith o u t a c t in g . "  T h is  s ta te m e n t a dm its  
to  two r a d ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  in te r p r e ta t io n s :  th a t  o f  th e  sc ie n ce  o f  
b e h a v io u rism , a c c o rd in g  to  which a man i s  shown by h is  -behaviour 
d iv o rc e d  from  i t s  m o tive s  and g o a ls ; and th a t  o f  th e  a r t  o f  drama, 
a c c o rd in g  to  w hich a man i s  shown by h is  b e h a v io u r in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  
i t s  m o tive s  and g o a ls , th a t  i s  in  th e  c o n te x t o f  th e  s in g le ,  
i n d iv i s ib le  a c t o f  th e  whole drama. The c o n tra s t  between the se  two 
p s y c h o lo g ie s  and th e  s u p e r io r i t y  o f  th e  l a t t e r  approach , i s  th e  s u b je c t  
o f  t h i s  th e s is .
I t  i s  argued th a t  a l l  good p sycho logy  i s  d ra m a t is t ic  by n a tu re ,
be ing  based on th e  co n c e p tio n  o f  a person which i s  i m p l i c i t  in  drama.
The f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  th e s is  c o n s is ts  in  making t h i s  i m p l i c i t  c o n c e p tio n
■ fyue .
e x p l i c i t .  A d is t in c t io n  i s  drawn between th e  person ( th e  s e l f -
r o le ) ,  th e  p e r s o n a l i ty  ( th e  in te r p la y  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l fo r c e s )  and 
th e  persona ( th e  s o c ia l  m ask); and i t  i s  argued th a t  th e  aim o f  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l a n a ly s is  and th e ra p y , as o f  d ra m a tic  p re s e n ta t io n ,  i s  
th e  re v e a lin g  o f  th e  person th ro u g h  th e  p e r s o n a li ty  and th e  pe rson a .
C hapte rs  a re  devoted to  th e  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  t h i s  approach w ith  
re g a rd  to  H am le t*s  s e l f - a n a ly s is ,  ShakespeaffiJs th e o ry  o f  human n a tu re  
and th e  problem  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l language . I t  i s  a rgued , m oreover, 
th a t  t h i s  approach i l lu m in a te s  th e  h o lis m  ve rsus co m partm en ta lism , 
freedom  ve rsus  d e te rm in ism  and id io g ra p h y  ve rsus  n o m o th e tic ism  
c o n tro v e rs ie s .  The r e la t io n s h ip  o f  t h i s  approach to  tho se  o f  s o c io lo g ic a l  
r o le  th e o ry ,  a re  a ls o  d iscu sse d .
A c o n c lu d in g  c h a p te r exam ines th e  concep t o f r a t i o n a l i t y  as th e  
d is t in g u is h in g  c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  man in  i t s  th re e  m a jo r modes, s c i e n t i f i c ,  
a r t i s t i c  and r e l ig io u s ;  and shows how th e  d r a m a t is t ic  approach  to  
p sych o lo g y , w h ile  hav ing  th e  o b je c t iv i t y  o f  s c ie n c e , escapes th e  
l im i t a t io n s  o f  s c ie n t is m , and ta ke s  accoun t o f  man’ s a r t i s t i c  and r e l ig io u s  
n a tu re .
CONTENTS
Page
INTRODUCTION 1
1 . PSYCHOLOGY AND DRAMA 3
The drama in  p sycho logy  5
The person in  drama 10
The psycho logy  o f  persons 20
2. THE DRAMA OF HAMLET, PSYCHOLOGIST 23
Three le v e ls  o f  in t e r p r e t a t io n  26
A ct I  28
A ct I I  35
A ct I I I  ' 38
A ct IV 50
‘ A ct V 54
Schism in  th e  S ou l 58
3 . THE PSYCHOLOGY OF SHAKESPEAREAN MAN 64
Shakespeare th e  man o r Shakespearean man? 65
1 . The Lover : L u s t o r C h a s t i ty  73
2 . The S o ld ie r  : P r id e  o r H u m il i ty  86
3. The R u le r : W rath o r  Mercy 100
4. The C rea to r- : Dream o r  R e a l i t y  111
5. The C re a tu re  : N oise o r Harmony 123
R o le s , C o n s tru c ts  and A rche types  129
4 . THE LANGUAGE OF DRAMATISTIC PSYCHOLOGY 136
Three R e a c tion s  138
R oles 143
R o le -c o n s tru c ts  148
The D ra m a t is t ic  Approach 151
D ra m a tis ts  and C r i t i c s  154
5. THE SHADOW OF SCIENTIFIC'PSYCHOLOGY 157
Persons and In d iv id u a ls  159
H o lism -C om partm en ta lism  162
Freedom -D eterm in ism  164
Id io g ra p h y -N o m o th e tic is m  170
P s y c h o lo g ic a l Iconoclasm  : Freud & S k in n e r 174
The l i v i n g  ic o n  179
CONCLUSION: Three modes o f  P s y c h o lo g ic a l Thought 186
APPENDICES: /
1 . Ham let and R o le -C o n s tru c t Theory 199
2. Shakespeare and R o le -C o n s tru c t Therapy 212
3. Towards a more l i t e r a t e  psycho logy  231
REFERENCES 252
INTRODUCTION
I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  c la s s i f y  th e se  f i v e  essays a c c u r a te ly .  Knowing 
th a t  th e y  c o n s t i t u te  a psycho logy  th e s is ,  and th a t  t h e i r  s u b je c t  i s  th e  
r e la t io n s h ip  between psycho logy  and drama, one m ig h t be tem pted  to  
d e s c r ib e  them as 'E ssays in  th e  p sycho logy  o f  d ram a*. B ut t h i s  would 
be m is le a d in g ; f o r  'p s y c h o lo g y  of, drama' suggests  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  
ready-made p s y c h o lo g ic a l t o o ls  to  th e  a n a ly s is  o f d ra m a tic  s u b je c t -  
m a tte r ,  which i s  n o t th e  case h e re . B e t te r ,  b u t s t i l l  m is le a d in g , would 
be 'E ssays in  th e  drama o f  p s y c h o lo g y ' ;  f o r  i t  i s  th e  main argum ent o f  
t h i s  th e s is  th a t  i f  p s y c h o lo g is ts  a re  to  do t h e i r  jo b  p ro p e r ly  th e y  must
*
a ls o ,  and f i r s t ,  be a r t i s t s .  But in  f a c t  drama pervades th e  whole s t r u c tu r e  
o f  p sych o lo g y , so I  have chosen th e  t i t l e :  'Drama as th e  deep s t r u c tu r e  o f  
p s y c h o lo g y [ .
The f i r s t  essay, 'P sych o log y  and D ram a', deve lops  th e  id e a  t h a t  a 
person  i s  in  h is  essence, and n o t m ere ly  in  th e  s u p e r f ic ia l  s o c io lo g ic a l  
sense, a d ra m a tic  r o le ;  and th a t  p sycho logy  i s  a p rocess  o f  d is c o v e r in g ,  
and b r in g in g  peop le  round to ,  t h e i r  co re  s e l f - r o le s .  The second essay ,
'The drama o f.H a m le t, p s y c h o lo g is t ',  m ig h t be s u b t i t le d  'a n  essay in  
r e f l e x i v i t y ' ,  in  th a t  i t  ana lyse s  S hakespea re 's  s y n th e s is  o f  m an 's 
s t ru g g le  to  kpow h im s e lf .  The t h i r d  essay, 'The psycho lo g y  o f  
. Shakespearean man*, shows how a com prehensive th e o ry  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  
expressed in  te rm s o f  ro le s  and c o n s tru c ts ,  can be a b s tra c te d  from  th e  
a n a ly s is  o f  S hakespea re 's  Com plete W orks. The fo u r th  e s s a y , ''T h e  language  
o f  d ra m a tis t ic  p s y c h o lo g y ' ,  ta c k le s  thB  prob lem  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l la n g u a g e , 
o f how a p s y c h o lo g is t  can t a l k  abou t mankind in  g e n e ra l w ith o u t  den y in g
th e  un iqueness o f  peop le  in  p a r t i c u la r .  The f i f t h  essay, 'The shadow 
o f  s c i e n t i f i c  p s y c h o lo g y ' ,  re tu rn s  to  th e  theme o f  th e  f i r s t  c h a p te r 
b u t w ith  th e  a r t i s t i c  m etaphor changed from  drama to  ic o n o g ra p h y .
In  a c o n c lu d in g  c h a p te r ,  th e  m ain s tra n d s  o f  th e  th e s is  a re  drawn 
to g e th e r  in  th e  c o n te x t o f  a d is c u s s io n  o f  human r a t i o n a l i t y  in  i t s  th re e  
m a jo r modes.
. Each essay i s  l in k e d  by q u o ta t io n  and s u b je c t-m a t te r  w ith  i t s  
p re d e ce sso r. Thus th e  t h i r d  and fo u r th  essays share  an awareness o f  
th e  d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l language , w h ile  th e  fo u r th  and 
f i f t h  bo th  d is c u s s  th e  id e og ra ph y  ve rsu s  n om o th e tic ism  is s u e . They add 
up to  a new -  o r pe rhaps , i f  one remembers A r i s t o t l e 's  P o e t ic s , v e ry  o ld  -  
approach to  p sych o lo g y ; and th e  convergences and d iv e rg e n c e s  o f  t h i s  
approach w ith  re g a rd  to  o th e r ,  p s y c h o a n a ly t ic ,  b e h a v io u r is t  and hum an is t 
approaches, a re  d iscu ssed  a t  s e v e ra l p o in ts ,  e s p e c ia l ly  in  th e  f i r s t ,  
f o u r th  and f i f t h  essays.
I  have drawn on a w ide range o f  so u rce s , l i t e r a r y ,  p h i lo s o p h ic a l 
and th e o lo g ic a l ,  as w e ll  as s c i e n t i f i c .  T h is  has been d e l ib e r a te ;  f o r  
i t  i s  a c o r o l la r y  o f  th e  main argum ent o f  t h i s  th e s is  th a t  th e  b o u n d a rie s  
between p sycho logy  and o th e r  re la te d  d is c ip l in e s  need to  be redraw n i f  
p sycho logy  i s  to  come to  a b e t te r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f h e r s e l f  and h e r s u b je c t  
m a tte r .  My tha n ks  f o r  a l lo w in g ,  and even e n co u ra g in g , me to  pu rsue  t h i s  
u n c o n v e n tio n a l l i n e ,  w h ile  ch e ck in g  my w ild e r  excesses, a re  due 
e s p e c ia l ly  to  P ro fe s s o r T .R . Lee o f  th e  U n iv e rs ity  o f  S u rre y , to  
D r. D. B a n n is te r  o f  High. Royds H o s p ita l ,  West Y o rk s h ire ,  and to  my 
fa th e r ,  E .H .S t.G . Moss.
P sycho logy and Drama
Many p s y c h o lo g is ts  w i l l  p ro b a b ly  respond w ith  s c e p t ic is m  to  th e  
id e a  th a t  th e re  i s  a n y th in g  th a t  th e y ,  as s c ie n t i s t s ,  can le a rn  from  th e  
a r t  o f ’ th e  th e a t r e .  I t  can be a s t im u lu s  to  c re a t iv e  w ork , c e r t a in ly ,  
and th e re  a re  p s y c h o lo g ic a l in s ig h ts  to  be found s c a tte re d  th ro u g h o u t th e  
d ra m a tic  l i t e r a t u r e .  But the se  do n o t c o n t r ib u te  to  th e  d is c o v e ry  o f  
a b s t ra c t  law s and d im ens ions o f  b e h a v io u r, w hich a lone  c o n s t i tu te s  r e a l  
s c i e n t i f i c  p ro g re s s . A Shakespearean c h a r a c te r - p o r t r a i t  t e l l s  us 
n o th in g  more about th e  psycho logy  o f  p e r s o n a li ty  tha n  a T u rn e r la n d s c a p e - 
p a in t in g  does about p h y s ic s  o r m e te o ro lo g y .
In  t h i s  c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  a t ta c k  t h i s  p o s i t io n  from  a v a r ie t y  o f  
d i f f e r e n t  approaches. I  s h a l l  a rg ue , f i r s t ,  t h a t  many p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
and p s y c h ia t r ic  concep ts  can be re -e x p re s s e d  in  p u re ly  t h e a t r i c a l  te rm s ; 
s e c o n d ly , th a t  even th e  concept o f  a person  hav ing  a d is t in c t i v e  s e l f  
and co he re n t d e s t in y  i s  one th a t  d e r iv e s  from  see ing  th e  w o rld  th ro u g h  
t h e a t r ic a l  eyes; and, t h i r d l y ,  t h a t  th e re  i s  no use in  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  
a n a ly s is  and measurement o f  a person  u n le s s  th e  d a ta  ga ined  th e re b y  can 
be in c o rp o ra te d  in t o  an image o f  him speak ing  and a c t in g  in . t h e  w o rld  -  
in  o th e r  w ords, in t o  a d ra m a tic  r o le .  So th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  must be 
som eth ing o f  a d ra m a tis t  in  o rd e r to  f u l f u l  h is  fu n c t io n  - w h ic h  may 
be d e s c r ib e d  as an a n a ly s is -b y -s y n th e s is  o f  th e  p s y c h o d ra m a tic .n a tu re  
o f  man.
The drama in  psycho logy
Drama has o fte n  a t t r a c te d  p s y c h o lo g is ts ,  and in f lu e n c e d  t h e i r  w ork .
Thus F rye  (1957) w r i te s ,  w ith  re fe re n c e  to  th e  Oedipus Complex, th a t
a lth o u g h  t h i s  would seem to  be "a  p s y c h o lo g ic a l c o n c e p tio n  w hich th row s
some l i g h t  on l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m " ,  i t  may be th a t  "we have g o t i t  th e
wrong way ro u n d ":
t h a t  what .a c tu a l ly  happened was t h a t  th e  myth o f  
Oedipus in fo rm e d  and gave s t r u c tu r e  to  some p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
in v e s t ig a t io n s  a t  t h i s  p o in t .  Freud would in  th a t  case 
be e x c e p t io n a l o n ly  in  hav ing  been w e ll  read  enough to  
sp o t th e  source  o f  th e  m yth . I t  lo o k s  now as though th e  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l d is c o v e ry  o f  an o ra c u la r  mind "u n d e rn e a th " 
th e  consc ious  one form s an a p p ro p r ia te  a l le g o r ic a l  
e x p la n a tio n  o f  a p o e t ic  a rch e typ e  th a t  in fo rm e d  th e  
d is c o v e ry : i t  i s  a f t e r  a l l  c o n s id e ra b ly  o ld e ,r, and to  
e x p la in  i t  in  t h i s  way would in v o lv e  us in  le s s  
anachron ism , (p . 3 5 3 ).
Freud h im s e lf  a d m itte d : "n o t  I  , b u t th e  po e ts  d is c o v e re d  th e
u n c o n s c io u s " . And in  an a r t i c l e  e n t i t le d  ‘ Freud and th e  p o e t 's  e ye '
(Mannheim & Mannheim, 1 96 6 ), Norman H o lla n d  w r i te s :
What Freud adm ires in  th e  w r i t e r  a re  h is  powers as a 
s e e r, h is  a b i l i t y  to  grasp i n t u i t i v e l y  t r u t h s  th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t  g e ts  a t  o n ly  by hard  w ork. As e a r ly  as 
1895, he w ro te , "L o g a ! d ia g n o s is  and e le b t r i c a l  
. re a c t io n s  le a d  nowhere in  th e  s tud y  o f  h y s te r ia - ,  
whereas a d e ta i le d  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  m en ta l p rocesses 
such as we a re  accustomed to  f in d  in  th e  works o f  
im a g in a t iv e  w r i te r s  enab les  me, w ith  th e  use o f  a few  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l fo rm u la s , to  o b ta in  a t  le a s t  some k in d  o f  
i n s ig h t " .  "C re a t iv e  w r i t e r s " ,  he w ro te  in  D e lu s io n s  
and Dreams, "a re  v a lu a b le  a l l i e s  and t h e i r  ev idence  i s  
to  be p r iz e d  h ig h ly ,  f o r  th e y  a re  a p t to  know a whole 
h o s t o f  th in g s  between heaven and e a r th  o f  which ou r 
p h ilo s o p h y  has n o t y e t l e t  us dream ". W r ite r s  co u ld  
see, f o r  exam ple, th e  "n e cessa ry  c o n d it io n s  f o r  lo v in g "  
b e fo re  p s y c h o lo g is ts  c o u ld . Shakespeare had u nd e rs too d  
th e  meaning o f  s l ip s  o f  th e  tongue lo n g  b e fo re  F re u d , 
and n o t o n ly  t h a t ,  he had assumed th a t  h is  aud iences 
would u n d e rs ta n d , to o .  The w r i t e r ,  how ever, knows 
these  th in g s  " th ro u g h  i n t u i t i o n  -  r e a l l y  from  a d e l ic a te  
s e l f - o b s e r v a t io n " ,  w h ile  Freud h im s e lf  had to  "u n c o v e r"  
them th ro u g h  " la b o r io u s  w o rk " , (p . 1 5 3 ).
H o lla n d  co nc lud e s :
P s y c h o -a n a ly s is  c o u ld  p ro b a b ly  n o t have come in t o  be ing  
in  th e  h e a v ily  p h y s io lo g ic a l atm osphere o f  m e d ica l 
sc ie n ce  a t  th e  tu r n  o f  th e  c e n tu ry , had i t  n o t been f o r  
a p a r t i c u la r  s c ie n t i s t  w ith  a p a r t i c u la r  need to  c re a te  
l i k e  an a r t i s t  and th ro u g h  h is  i n t e l le c t u a l  o f f s p r in g  
w in  th a t  im m o r ta l i ty  t h a t  few  b u t a r t i s t  w in . In  a 
ve ry  r e a l sense, by d is c o v e r in g  p s y c h o a n a ly s is , Freud 
jo in e d  to  th e  p ro b in g  eye o f  th e  s c ie n t i s t  th e  c re a t in g  
eye o f  th e  p o e t. F re u d 's  own v is io n  bod ied  f o r t h  th e  
form s o f  th in g s  unknown and gave them a lo c a l  h a b i ta t io n  
and a name. (p . 1 6 6 -7 ) .
And i t  i s  n o t o n ly  in  th e  c o n te n t o f  i t s  d is c o v e r ie s  th a t  psycho­
a n a ly s is  owes a deb t to  drama : th e  te c h n iq u e  o f d is c o v e ry  i t s e l f  resem bles 
n o th in g  more than  th e  shape o f  a c la s s ic a l  tra g e d y . Thus th e re  i s  th e  
i n i t i a l  miasma ( c l i n i c a l  d e p re s s io n ) ;  th e  g ra d u a l in c re a s e  o f  te n s io n  as 
th e  o ra c le  ( th e  a n a ly s t)  b eg in s  to  probe th e  h e ro 's  p a s t ;  th e  c a r e fu l ly  
tim e d  moment o f  a n a g n o r is is  ( in s ig h t ) ;  and th e  end, " a l l  p a ss io n  s p e n t"  
( l i b i d o  r e d ir e c te d ) .  O f co u rse , th e  d ra m a tis t  has more c o n t r o l  ove r
h is  m a te r ia l tha n  th e  a n a ly s t .  He w i l l  be a b le  to  e l im in a te  e ve ry
in c id e n t  th a t  does n o t c o n t r ib u te  to  th e  fo rw a rd  t h r u s t  o f  th e  a c t io n ,  
so t h a t ,  as H a rre  & Secord (1972) say , " th e  a c t io n s  o f  th e  c h a ra c te r  
a re  a l l  m e a n in g fu l w ith  re s p e c t to  th e  a c ts  o f  which th e  p lo t  c o n s is ts " ;  
whereas th e  a n a ly s t ,  bound by h is  re s p e c t f o r  th e  r e a l i t y  p r in c ip le ,  
may have to  in c lu d e  some fa c ts  w hich do n o t square w ith  h is  ' p l o t ' .  But
th e  resem blance i s  c lo s e  enough to  have made Freud f e e l  th e  need, in
Leonardo (1957)♦ o f  f o r e s t a l l in g  th e  c r i t i c i s m  th a t  T ib  had m e re ly  w r i t t e n  
a "p s y c h o -a n a ly t ic  n o v e l" .
We may go f u r t h e r .  F re u d ’ s t h e o r e t ic a l  schema o f  Id ,  Ego and 
SuperEgo i s  o f  th e  same form  as th e  t h e a t r ic a l  s i t u a t io n  i t s e l f .  Thus
th e  Id  i s  th e  c re a t iv e  source  o f  th e  a c t io n  -  th e  d ra m a t is t .  The Ego 
i s  th e  one who p u ts  th e  I d 's  w ishes in t o  e f f e c t  -  th e  a c to r .  And th e  
SuperEgo i s  th e  one who e v a lu a te s  bo th  th e  id e a s  and th e  perfo rm ance  o f  
them -  th e  s p e c ta to r .
Much o f  p s y c h o a n a ly t ic  th e o ry  and th e ra p y  may th e re fo re  be c o n s tru e d  
as h av ing  a ' t h e a t r i c a l  s c a f f o ld in g ' , so to  speak, In d e e d , one b e g in s  to  
wonder w hether th e  s c a f fo ld in g  may n o t be o f  a more d u ra b le  q u a l i t y  th a n  
th e  b u i ld in g  i t s e l f ,  so easy has i t  p rove  to  t r a n s la te  p s y c h o a n a ly t ic  
te rm in o lo g y  in t o  th e  language o f  th e  th e a t r e .  C o n s id e r, f o r  exam ple,
G o ffm an 's  (1959) tre a tm e n t o f  th e  concep ts  o f  re p re s s io n  and
d is s o c ia t io n :
E a r l ie r  i t  was suggested th a t  a p e rfo rm e r may be take n  
in  by h is  own a c t ,  conv inced  a t  th e  moment th a t  th e  
im p re s s io n  o f  r e a l i t y  th a t  he fo s te r s  i s  th e  one and 
o n ly  r e a l i t y .  In  such cases th e  p e rfo rm e r comes to  be 
h is  own aud ie n ce ; he comes to  be p e rfo rm e r and o b s e rv e r
o f  th e  same show. Presum ably he in t r a c e p ts  o r  i n -  .
c o rp o ra te s  th e  s ta n d a rd s  he a tte m p ts  to  m a in ta in  in  th e  
presence o f  o th e rs  so th a t  h is  consc ience  re q u ire s  him 
to  a c t in  a s o c ia l ly  p ro p e r way. I t  w i l l  have been 
necessary f o r  th e  in d iv id u a l  in  h is  p e rfo rm in g  c a p a c ity  
to  co ncea l from  h im s e lf  in  h is  aud ience  c a p a c ity  th e  
d is c r e d i ta b le  fa c ts  th a t  he has had to  le a rn  abou t h is  
pe rfo rm ance ; in  everyday te rm s , th e re  w i l l  be th in g s  he 
knows, o r  has known, th a t  he w i l l  n o t be a b le  to  t e l l  
h im s e lf .  T h is  in t r i c a t e  manoeuvre o f  s e l f - d e lu s io n  
c o n s ta n t ly  o c c u rs ; p sy c h o a n a ly s ts  have p ro v id e d  us w ith  
b e a u t i fu l  f i e l d  d a ta  o f  t h i s  k in d ,  under th e  head ings  
. o f  re p re s s io n  and d is s o c ia t io n ,  (p .  8 6 ) .
Szasz (1972) has done a s im i la r  jo b  f o r  th e  concep ts  of- h y s te r ia  
and m a lin g e r in g .  Both a re  d e fin e d  as fo rm s o f  im p e rs o n a tio n , t h a t  i s ,  
o f  " in c o n s is te n t  o r d is h o n e s t r o le - p la y in g " .  In  bo th  cases , th e  r o le  
o f  th e  b o d ily  s ic k  person  i s  im pe rsona ted  in  o rd e r to  g a in  th e  a t t e n t io n
\8 .
w hich s o c ie ty  accords to  tho se  i t  la b e ls  as * s ic k *  .
The d if fe re n c e  between them is  t h a t ,  in  h y s te r ia ,  th e  in d iv id u a l
( in  h is  p e rfo rm in g  c a p a c ity )  i s —h av ing  to  concea l from  h im s e lf  ( in  h is
aud ience  c a p a c ity )  th e  t r u t h  about h is  im p e rs o n a tio n ; w hereas, in
m a lin g e r in g ,  th e  im p e rs o n a tio n  i s  co nsc iou s  and d e l ib e r a te .
M a lin g e r in g  has, as I  n o te d , been u s u a lly  c o n c e p tu a lis e d  
as d e l ib e ra te  c h e a t in g , and h y s te r ia  as u n w it t in g  o r 
u n in te n t io n a l c h e a t in g . My aim here  i s  to  d e s c r ib e  bo th  
as im p e rs o n a tio n . W hether th e  im p e rs o n a tio n  i s  d e l ib e r a te  
o r  o th e rw is e  may be a s c e r ta in e d  by com m unicating  w ith  th e  
p e rson , and by making in fe re n c e s  from  h is  b e h a v io u r . . . .
In  h y s te r ia ,  th e  p a t ie n t  im pe rsona tes  th e  r o le  o f  a s ic k  
p e rson , in  p a r t  by id e n t i f y in g  w ith  and d is p la y in g  h is  
symptoms. A l le g e d ly ,  how ever, he does n o t know t h a t  he 
i s  do ing  so . When i t  i s  s a id  th a t  th e  h y s te r ic  canno t 
a f fo r d  to  be aware o f  what he i s  do ing  -  f o r ,  i f  he w ere , 
he co u ld  no lo n g e r  do i t  -  what i s  a s s e rte d  in  e f f e c t  i s  
th a t  he cannot a f fo r d  to  t e l l  h im s e lf  th e  t r u t h .  By th e  
same to k e n , he a ls o  cannot a f fo r d  to  know th a t  he i s  • 
ly in g .  He must l i e  bo th  to  h im s e lf  and to  o th e rs .
\  (P- 2 2 7 ).
Szasz goes on to  a p p ly  a s im i la r  a n a ly s is  to  p s y c h o t ic  ‘ i l l n e s s e s 1:
H yp o ch o n d ria s is  and s c h iz o p h re n ic  b o d ily  d e lu s io n s  
a re  a d d i t io n a l  examples o f  c o n s c io u s ly  u n reco g n ise d  
im p e rs o n a tio n s  o f  b o d ily  i l l n e s s .  Thus, a p e rs o n ’ s 
c la im  th a t  he i s  d y in g , o r th a t  he i s  dead, i s  b e s t 
, regarded  as an im p e rs o n a tio n  o f  th e  dead r o le .  Of 
co u rse , th e  le s s  p u b l ic  su p p o rt th e re  i s  f o r  an 
im p e rs o n a tio n , th e  more u n r e f le c t iv e  th e  im p e rs o n a to r 
must be to  m a in ta in  i t .  Indeed , th e  la b e l  o f  p s y c h o s is  
i s  o fte n  used to  id e n t i f y  in d iv id u a ls  who s tu b b o rn ly  
c l in g  t o ,  and lo u d ly  p ro c la im , p u b l ic ly  u nsuppo rted  
r o le - d e f in i t io n s .  (p .  2 2 8 ).
T h e a t r ic a l im p e rs o n a tio n  i s  a v e ry  s p e c ia l ty p e , says Szasz, " i n  
th a t  a l l  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a re  e x p l i c i t l y  aware th a t  i t  i s  
im p e rs o n a t io n " .
The person in  drama
The answer to  bo th  these  q u e s tio n s  i s  to  be fo u n d , p a r a d o x ic a l ly ,  ir t  
th e  th e a t r e .  Fo r ju s t  as , th ro u g h  th e  i l l u s i o n  o f  a r t  in  g e n e ra l,  t r u t h  
i s  re v e a le d , so th ro u g h  th e  i l l u s i o n  o f  th e  a r t  o f  drama, th e  t r u t h  abou t 
persons i s  re v e a le d  — to g e th e r  w ith  th e  i l l u s i o n s ,  th e  everday pe rson a e , 
th e y  h id e  b e h in d . But who, p r e c is e ly , '  i s  re v e a le d  in ,  say , H am le t?
The answer h e re .w o u ld  appear to  be o b v io u s . I t  i s  n o t th e  a c to r  -  
he i s  e x p re s s in g  someone o r som eth ing q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  from  h im s e lf .  I t  
i s  n o t ,  o r n o t n e c e s s a r i ly ,  th e  a u th o r ;  f o r ,  as W e lle k  & Warren (1962) 
p o in t  o u t ,  "a  w ork o f  a r t  may ra th e r  embody th e  'd re a m ' o f  an a u th o r 
tha n  h is  a c tu a l l i f e ,  o r i t  may be th e  'm a s k ',  th e  ' a n t i - s e l f '  beh ind
which h is  r e a l person i s  h id in g " .  There would seem, th e n , to  be o n ly
one a l t e r n a t iv e .  Ham let i s  about H am le t; th e  p la y  i s  abou t a p r in c e .
But t h i s  i s  to o  s im p le  a c o n c lu s io n . We shou ld  c o n s id e r ,  f i r s t ,  
th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  th a t  in  o rd e r to  p la y  a r e a l i s t i c  p a r t  c o n v in c in g ly ,  an 
a c to r  must have some a f f i n i t y  w ith  th e  c h a ra c te r  p o r tra y e d  th e r e in .  
S econd ly , th e  a u th o r to o  must be re la te d  to  h is  c h a ra c te r  i f  i t  i s  to  be 
more than  a mere ty p e . A gain  we may quo te  from  W e llek  & W arren (1 9 6 2 ):
The c re a t io n  o f  c h a ra c te rs  may be supposed to  
b le n d , in  v a ry in g  deg rees , in h e r i te d  l i t e r a r y  ty p e s ,
persons obse rved , and th e  s e l f .  The r e a l i s t ,  we m ig h t
s a y , ‘ c h ie f l y  observes b e h a v io u r o r  'e m p h a s is e s ',  w h ile  
th e  Rom antic w r i t e r  'p r o je c t s ' ;  y e t i t  i s  to  be doubted  
th a t  mere o b s e rv a tio n  can s u f f ic e  f o r  l i f e l i k e  
c h a r a c te r is a t io n . ,  F a u s t, M e p h is to p h e le s , W e rth e r, and 
W ilhe lm  M e is te r  a re  a l l , ,  says one p s y c h o lo g is t ,
'p r o je c t io n s  in to  f i c t i o n  o f  v a r io u s  a spe c ts  o f  G o e th e 's  
own n a tu r e '.  The n o v e l is t 's  p o te n t ia l  s e lv e s ,  in c lu d in g
those  s e lv e s  which a re  viewed as e v i l ,  a re  a l l  p o te n t ia l  
p e rsonae . 'One m an's mood i s  a n o th e r m a n 's .c h a ra c te r . '
D o s to y e v s jy *s  fo u r  b ro th e rs  Karamazov a re  a l l  a spe c ts  o f  
D os toyevsky . Nor shou ld  we suppose th a t  a n o v e l is t  is . 
n e c e s s a r ily  l im i t e d  to  o b s e rv a tio n  in  h is  h e ro in e s . • ’
'Madame B ova ry , c 'e s t  m o i ' , says F la u b e r t .  Only s e lv e s  
re co g n ise d  from  w ith in —as p o te n t ia l  can become ' l i v i n g  
c h a r a c te r s ',  n o t ' f l a t *  b u t 'r o u n d * ,  (p p . 8 9 -9 0 ).
T h ir d ly ,  th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  Ham let h im s e lf  i s  n o t a t  a l l  c le a r  from  th e
p la y .  Many peop le  o f  an in q u is i t v e  n a tu re , from  R osencran tz  and
G u ild e n s te rn  to  Sigmund Freud (1900) and E rn e s t Oones (1949) and th e
p re s e n t w r i t e r  (Moss, 1974a), have t r i e d  to  p lu c k  o u t th e  h e a r t  o f  t h i s
m y s te ry . But th e  m ys te ry  rem a ins . Some, l i k e  T .S . E l i o t  (1 9 1 9 ), have
a t t r ib u te d  t h i s  to  a f a i l u r e ,  on S hakespea re 's  p a r t ,  to  f in d  an 'o b je c t iv e
c o r r e la t iv e *  o f  h is  own s u b je c t iv e  em o tions :
H a m le t, l i k e  th e  s o n n e ts , i s  f u l l  o f  some s t u f f  t h a t  th e  
w r i t e r  co u ld  n o t d rag  to  l i g h t ,  co n te m p la te , o r m a n ip u la te  
. in t o  a r t .
O th e rs , l i k e  T o ls to y  (1 9 0 6 ), have been more b lu n t  : th e  p r in c ip a l  f ig u r e  
in  th e  p la y  "has no c h a ra c te r  w h a te v e r" ; "Shakespeare d id  n o t succeed 
and d id  n o t even w ish  to  g iv e  any c h a ra c te r  to  H a m le t".
. And y e t th e  person l i v e s .  Even i f  th e  p e r s o n a l i ty  i s  shrouded in  
s e p u lc h ra l d a rkne ss , th e  man h im s e lf  i s  l i t  up in  o u r memories in  th e  
most v iv id  o f  c o lo u rs .  More so , in d e e d , than  many ' r e a l '  peop le  o f  o u r 
a cq u a in ta n ce  whose p e r s o n a l i t ie s  w e c o u ld  d e s c r ib e  w ith  some p r e c is io n .
And t h i s  i s  c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  g re a t drama in  g e n e ra l : t h a t ,  sometimes 
by means o f  th e  s tra n g e s t o f  s i t u a t io n s  and most u n l ik e ly  o f  
c h a r a c te r is a t io n s ,  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  p e rs o n a l l i f e  i s  re v e a le d . As K n ig h t 
(1934) says o f  Shakespearean tra g e d y , " a l l  these  p la y s  p re s e n t a v is io n  
w h ich  d e l ib e r a te ly  lo o k s  deeper tha n  'c h a r a c te r ' even in  th e  more p o e t ic
sense . . d e e p e r  th a n  c h a ra c te r  o r any r e a l i s t i c  e x p e r ie n c e " .
I t  may seem th a t  in  go ing  "deepe r than  c h a ra c te r  o r  any r e a l i s t i c  
e x p e rie n c e " we a re  e n te r in g  th e —rea lm  o f  th e  m y s t ic a l.  But t h i s  i s  a 
m is le a d in g  im p re s s io n . Even i f  a person  in  h is  deepest be ing  i s  a 
m y s te ry , th e re  i s  s t i l l  more th a t  we can say about h is  r e v e la t io n  in  
drama. For th e  d ra m a tic  e xp e rie n ce  moves in  two d i r e c t io n s ,  as i t  were 
v e r t i c a l l y ,  from  persona to  p e r s o n a li ty  ( i f  any) to  th e  person  as such, 
un ique  and u n a n a ly s a b le ; and lo n g i t u d in a l l y ,  from  th e  person a t  th e  
b e g in n in g  o f  th e  p la y  to  th e  person a t  th e  end o f th e  p la y ,  lile  have 
lo c a te d  th e  person  on th e  v e r t i c a l  d im ens ion  *: i t  i s  now p o s s ib le  to  
'u n r a v e l1 him on th e  lo n g i t u d in a l  d im e ns ion .
A r is t o t le  w ro te , in  th e  P o e t ic s , th a t  o f  the  e lem ents  . th a t  make up 
tra g e d y ,
th e  most im p o r ta n t i s  th e  p lo t ,  th e  o rd e r in g  o f  th e  
in c id e n ts ;  f o r  tra g e d y  i s  a re p re s e n ta t io n ,  n o t o f  men, 
b u t o f  a c t io n  and l i f e ,  o f  happ iness and unhapp iness -  
and happ iness and unhapp iness a re  bound up w ith  a c t io n .
The purpose  o f  l i v i n g  i s  an end w hich i s  a k in d  o f 
a c t i v i t y ,  n o t a q u a l i t y ;  i t  i s  t h e i r  c h a ra c te rs ,  in d e e d , 
th a t  make men what th e y  a re , b u t i t  i s  by t h e i r  a c t io n s  
th a t  th e y  a re  happy o r th e  re v e rs e . T ra g e d ie s  a re  n o t 
p e rfo rm ed , th e re fo re ,  in  o rd e r to  re p re s e n t c h a ra c te r ,  
a lth o u g h  c h a ra c te r  i s  in v o lv e d  f o r  th e  sake o f  a c t io n . * .  
Tragedy i s  th e  re p re s e n ta t io n  o f  an a c t io n ,  and i t  i s  
c h ie f l y  on account o f  th e  a c t io n  th a t  i t  i s  a ls o  a 
re p re s e n ta t io n  o f  p e rson s , (p p . 3 9 -4 0 ).
Now th e  p lo t ,  a c c o rd in g  to  A r i s t o t l e ,  must be "co m p le te  in  i t s e l f "  
th a t  i s ,  i t  must have a b e g in n in g , a m id d le  and an end. The b e g in n in g  
u s u a lly  an u n h e a lth y  c o n d it io n  o f  a s ta te  o r in d iv id u a l .  The m id d le  i s  
a ' r e v e r s a l '  o r ' r e c o g n i t io n ' ,  in  which th e  reason f o r  th e  u n h e a lth y
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c o n d it io n  i s  made c le a r .  And th e  end i s  d e a th , which s e ts  th e  s e a l on 
th e  p rocess  o f  s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n .  Fo r th e  death o f  th e  hero  i s  n o t o n ly  
th e  co m p le tio n  o f  th e  a c t io n  : i t  i s  a ls o  th e  la s t  word on h is  l i f e .  I t '  
enab les  us to  see h is  p e rs o n - in —i t s  p ro p e r, lo n g i t u d in a l  p e rs p e c t iv e  f o r  
th e  f i r s t  t im e . Thus, as S inyavsky  (1965) says , "d e a th  becomes th e  g o a l 
and s t im u lu s  o f  th e  a c t io n  th ro u g h  w hich th e  h e ro ’ s p e r s o n a l i t y  i s  
w h o lly  re v e a le d  and, in  a t t a in in g  i t s  fu l f i lm e n t ,  p la y s  o u t i t s  p re ­
o rd a in e d  r o le . "
What we see in  a r t  i s  t ru e  a ls o  o f  l i f e  : a person  i s  n o t t r u l y
known as such, excep t sub sp e c ie  m o r t is , in  th e  c o n te x t o f  h is - com ple ted
d e s t in y .  S in yavsky  a g a in :
Death communicates to  l i f e  th e  d i r e c t io n  in  w h ich  i t s  
p lo t  u n fo ld s  and g iv e s  i t  u n i ty  and d e f in i t i o n .  Death 
i s  a lo g ic a l  c o n c lu s io n  to  which we a re  b ro u g h t by th e  
by th e  ev idence  o f  l i f e .  I t  i s  n o t a sudden b reak  b u t 
a chord  which has been lo n g  le d  up to ,  p repa red  f o r  from  
th e  moment o f  b i r t h .  . Compared w ith  th e  dead ( e s p e c ia l ly  
w ith  h is t o r i c a l  f ig u r e s  and w ith  c h a ra c te rs  in  f i c t i o n )  
we lo o k  unde rdeve loped , u n f in is h e d .  I t ’ s as though ou r 
head and s h o u ld e rs  were lo s t  In  th e  m is ts  o f  th e  
p ro b le m a t ic a l.  T h is  i s  why we a re  so u n c e r ta in  o f  ou r 
own w o rth , why we know so l i t t l e  o f  ou r r o le ,  ou r 
d e s t in y ,  ou r p la c e , (p . 8 0 ) .
A ga in , i t  may seem th a t  we a re  becoming to o  m y s t ic a l.  B ut th e  
fo l lo w in g  ana logy shou ld  h e lp  us to  see t h a t  th e  argum ent i s  s t i l l  
f i r m ly  ’ down to  e a r th ’ . The ro le s  th a t  a man p la y s  -  th e  personae he 
p u ts  on -  may be compared to  a s u i t  o f  c lo th e s .  These must be t a i lo r e d  
to  con fo rm , on th e  one hand, to  th e  fa s h io n s  o f  th e  s o c ie ty  in  w h ich  he 
l i v e s ,  and on th e  o th e r  hand, to  th e  measurements o f  h is  p h y s ic a l body.
Now ju s t  as c lo th e s  f i t ,  o r do n o t f i t ,  a body, so a .m an 's  personae 
may be s a id  to  f i t ,  o r  n o t to  f i t ,  h is  p e r s o n a l i t y .  Thus a u th o r i ta r ia n  
personae f i t  an a u th o r i ta r ia n  p e r s o n a l i t y ;  b u t th e  r o le  o f  le a d e r  does • 
n o t s u i t  a shy and r e t i r i n g  n a ttw e . N e v e rth e le s s , a p e r s o n a l i t y  must 
have a p e rso n a , ju s t  as a body must have c lo th e s  -  in  th e  c lim a te  o f  
modern s o c ie ty ,  a t  any r a te .
However, " th e  l i f e  i s  more tha n  m eat, and th e  body I s  more tha n  
ra im e n t"  ( Luke 1 2 :2 3 ) .  And man i s  more tha n  a p e r s o n a l i ty  p lu s  p e rson a e . 
H e , is  a ls o ,  and e s s e n t ia l ly ,  a p e rson . The t r o u b le  i s  th a t  i t  i s  ve ry  
d i f f i c u l t  to  d e f in e  what a person -  as opposed to  a p e r s o n a l i t y  o r 
persona -  r e a l ly  i s .  We a re  f a m i l ia r  w ith  th e  s o c io lo g ic a l - d e f in i t i o n  
o f  man as th e  sum o f  h is  pe rsonae , o r as "a  k in d  o f  h o ld in g  company f o r  
a s e t o f  n o t ve ry  r e le v a n t ly  connected r o le s "  (G offm an, 1 97 1 ). And 
p s y c h o lo g is ts  have ana lysed  th e  psychosom atic  u n i t y ,  w hich I  have 
id e n t i f ie d  w ith  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  in  te rm s o f  v a r io u s  c o n s tru c ts  and complexes., 
t r a i t s ,  d r iv e s  and r e f le x e s .  But th e  ve ry  success o f  th e se  a n a lyse s  
makes i t  easy to  m iss th e  s t i l l  deeper le v e l  o f  ' p e rson h oo d *.
T h is  d i f f i c u l t y  has been more c le a r ly  re co g n ise d  by th e  c o n t in e n ta l ,  
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  t r a d i t i o n ,  as re p re s e n te d  by such th in k e r s  as G a b r ie l 
M a rc e l, tha n  by th e  A ng lo -S axon , e m p ir ic is t  t r a d i t i o n .  Thus M a rce l (1949) 
p o in ts  o u t th a t  th e re  i s  "an im p e rc e p t ib le  s h a d in g -o f f "  from  th e  k in d  o f  
f e e l in g  th a t  I  can be s a id  to  have to  th e  k in d  o f  f e e l in g  th a t  I  can be 
s a id  to  be . The one k in d  "can  be l im i t e d ,  d e fin e d  and i n t e l l e c t u a l i s e d " ,  
and so i s  to  be d is t in g u is h e d  from  m y s e lf ,  whereas th e  o th e r  "c a n n o t be
is o la te d ,  and so d is t in g u is h e d " - -  i t  i s  " c o n s u b s ta n t ia l w ith  what I  am". 
In  ou r te rm s , we may see a s im i la r ly  im p e rc e p t ib le  s h a d in g -o f f  from  th e  
p e r s o n a l i ty  and personae (body and c lo th e s )  th a t  I  have to  th e  pe rson  
( s o u l,  s e l f )  th a t  I  am. The one—is  a n a ly s a b le  in  s o c io lo g ic a l  o r 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l c a te g o r ie s ,  whereas th e  o th e r  -  " th e  th in g  i t s e l f ,  
unaccommodated man", to  use K ing  L e a r 's  phrase -  d e f ie s  c la s s i f i c a t io n .
But even i f  th e  person cannot be ana lysed  and c la s s i f ie d ,  he can
be e na c ted . F o r, as M i l l e r ,  G a la n te r  and P rib ram  ( i9 6 0 )  say ,
L i f e  i s  more than  a th in g ,  an o b je c t ,  a substance  th a t  
e x is t s .  I t  i s  a ls o  a p rocess  th a t  i s  e na c ted . We have 
• a ch o ice  in  ou r approach to  i t .  We can choose to  
d e s c r ib e  i t ,  o r  we can choose to  re -e n a c t i t .  (p .  2 1 3 ).
But we can do more than  s im p ly  enac t th e  person  o r h is  d e s t in y  : we can
a ls o  d e s c r ib e  th e  id e a  o f  th e  person th a t  i s  presupposed by the . p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  h is  enactm ent -  th e  id e a  th a t  a person i s  what he does.
Here aga in  we come up a g a in s t th e  d if fe re n c e  between th e  e m p ir ic is t  
and th e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  approaches. Thus M acqua rrie  (1973) w r i te s :
I f  th e re  i s  a sense in  which i t  would be t r u e  to  
say, from  an e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  p o in t  o f  v ie w , th a t  man i s  
what he does, t h i s  sense i s  c e r t a in ly  ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  
from  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  man sometimes denoted by th e  
e x p re s s ic n  fu n c t io n a l man. I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  bo th  t h i s  
. co n c e p tio n  and th e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  one a tte m p t to  g e t 
away from  s u b s ta n t ia l  and s t a t i c  c a te g o r ie s  to  ways o f  
th in k in g  th a t  a re  more dynam ic and. more a p p ro p r ia te  to  
man as a l i v i n g ,  chang ing b e in g . But th e  n o t io n  o f  
fu n c t io n a l  man must be judged -h o pe le ss ly  a b s t r a c t ,  and 
presum ably i t  co u ld  be n o th in g  e ls e ,  in  v iew  o f  i t s  . 
o r ig in  in  e m p ir ic a l s o c io lo g y .  Man i s  more tha n  th e  
ta s k s  he p e rfo rm s  and th e  ro le s  he p la y s .  He i s  th e  
u n i ty  o f  a person who expresses h im s e lf  in  a l l  the se  
a c t i v i t i e s .  H is  a c t io n s  a re  more tha n  e m p ir ic a l ly  
obse rva b le  deeds, f o r  in  them he i s  both  p r o je c t in g  
and r e a l is in g  an image o f  personhood. (p . 1 3 7 ).
And y e t t h i s  i s  s im p ly  our o ld  d is t in c t io n  -  a lb e i t  more c le a r ly  
and f u l l y  expressed -  between th e  v e r t i c a l  and th e  lo n g i t u d in a l  approaches 
to  th e  p e rson . F o r th e  e m p ir ic is t  approach i s  th e  same as th e  v e r t i c a l  
one, in  which ' r o l e 1 i s  d e fin e d  as 'm a s k ', 'p e rs o n a 1 o r ' t h a t  which i s  
p u t on ove r p e r s o n a l i t y ' .  The e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  app roach , how ever, i s  th e  
same as th e  lo n g i t u d in a l  one, in  w hich ' r o l e '  i s  d e fin e d  as 'a c t i o n ' ,  
'd e s t in y '  o r ' t h a t  w hich i s  p la yed  o u t th ro u g h  a l i f e t i m e ' .  Both 
approaches have a c e r ta in  v a l i d i t y ;  f o r  peop le  do p u t on p e rsonae , as 
w e ll  as p la y in g  o u t d e s t in ie s .  But personae can d e c e iv e , whereas 
d e s t in ie s  unmask d e c e p tio n ; so i t  i s  o n ly  in  h is  d e s t in y  th a t  a man can 
be s a id  to  be "b o th  p r o je c t in g  and r e a l is in g  an image o f  p e rson h oo d ".
However, t h i s  i s  s t i l l  n o t q u ite  r i g h t .  Fo r most p e o p le 's  l i v e s  do 
n o t have th a t  c le a r - c u t ,  a e s th e t ic a l ly  p le a s in g  shape w hich we see in  
th e  d B s tin y  o f  a t r a g ic  h e ro . M oreover, i t  i s  o fte n  th e  case* in  l i f e  
as in  th e  th e a t re ,  th a t  th e  d e s t in y  th a t  we see would seem to  exp ress  
a lm ost th e  p o la r  o p p o s ite  o f  th e  person as he r e a l l y  i s  -  a t  le a s t ,  i f  
we ta k e .P o lo n iu s ' c r i t e r io n  o f  ' s e l f '  o r  'p e rso n h o o d ' s e r io u s ly ;
to  th in e  own s e l f  be t r u e ,
And i t  must f o l lo w ,  as th e  n ig h t  th e  day,
Thou ca ns t n o t th e n -b e  fa ls e  to  any man. ( I , 3 , 7 8 ) .
H am le t, f o r  exam ple, can h a rd ly  be s a id  to  be a c t in g  in  accordance  w ith
h is  t r u e  s e l f  when he causes, d i r e c t l y  o r i n d i r e c t l y ,  th e  dea ths  o f  most
o f  th e  p la y 's  main c h a ra c te rs . And Macbeth i s  fa ls e  to  everyone -  e xcep t
h is  w ife ,  who i s  n o t so much h is  'a l t e r  ego ' as h is  ' a n t i - s e l f ' .
The main d if fe re n c e  between a t r a g ic  d e s t in y  and an o r d in a r y ,  
everyday one c o n s is ts  in  th e  presence o r absence o f  d ra m a tic  change. In
t ra g e d y , as A r is t o t le  p o in te d  o u t,  th e re  is  a lm ost a lw ays a re v e rs a l o f  
some k in d ,  a c a ta s tro p h ic  change o f  fo r tu n e  from  happ iness to  m is e ry .
In  everyday l i f e ,  how ever, r o u t in e  i s  th e  k e yn o te . A g a in , in . t r a g e d y ,  
th e  change o f  fo r tu n e  i s  accompanied by a change o f  p e r s o n a l i t y ;  f o r  th e  
re v e rs a l c a l ls  f o r t h  a re a p p ra is a l o f  th e  h e ro 's  p a s t l i f e ,  w hich le a d s  
to  a change o f  d i r e c t io n  in  th e  fu tu r e .  ,But in  everyday l i f e  change i s  
g ra d u a l,  a lm ost im p e rc e p t ib le ,  and i s  n o t th e  consequence o f  any s in g le  
c l im a t ic  even t o r d e c is io n .
Now a change o f  p e r s o n a li ty  w i l l  be in  one o f two p o s s ib le  d i r e c t io n s ;
e i t h e r  to w a rd s , o r  away fro m , th e  p e rson . Some t ra g e d ie s ,  such as H a m le t,
O th e llo  and Macbeth p o r tr a y  th e  d ive rg e n ce  and a l ie n a t io n ,  i r i  th e  h e ro , o f
th e  person from  th e  p e r s o n a l i t y .  . O th e rs , such as K ing  L e a r , Antony and
C le o p a tra  and C o r io la n u s , p o r tra y  a doub le  movement ; f i r s t  a d iv e rg e n c e
to  a s ta te  o f  extrem e a l ie n a t io n  o f  person and p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and th e n  a
convergence (w h ich  i s  a ls o  a c o n v e rs io n ) to  a s ta te  o f  in n e r  i n t e g r i t y .
Such changes a ls o  ta k e  p la c e , o f  co u rs e , in  everyday l i f e  -  b u t o ve r a
much lo n g e r  p e r io d  o f  t im e  and in  a much le s s  v is ib le  fa s h io n .  I t  i s
r a th e r ,  in  th e  th e a t r e ,  in  th e  ebb and f lo w  o f  d ra m a tic  change and
d e s t in y ,  th a t  th e  t r u t h  o f  S c h i l l e r 's  rem ark (quo ted  in  T r i l l i n g ,  1972)
may more c le a r ly  be seen;
E very in d iv id u a l  human b e in g , one may say , c a r r ie s  
w ith in  h im , p o t e n t ia l l y  and p r e s c r ip t iv e ly ,  an id e a l 
man, th e  a rch e typ e  o f  a human b e in g , and i t  i s  h is  l i f e ' s  
ta s k  to  be, th ro u g h  a l l  h is  chang ing  m a n ife s ta t io n s ,  in  
harmony w ith  th e  unchanging u n i ty  o f  t h i s  id e a l .
Who* the n  ( to  r e tu r n  to  ou r o r ig in a l  q u e s t io n )  i s  re v e a le d  in  H am le t?
The answer i s :  n e ith e r  a mere p u t te r -o n  o f  personae (a lth o u g h  he does 
"p u t  an a n t ic  d is p o s i t io n  o n " ) ,  n o r a n e u ro t ic  p e r s o n a l i ty  (a lth o u g h  he
i s  obsessed by d e a th ) ,  b u t a person  -  a person re v e a le d  in  a com pleted
d e s t in y  ( " th e  r e s t  i s  s i le n c e " ) ,  which in v o lv e s  a change o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  -
. Y e a  from  th e  ta b le  o f  my memory 
I ' l l  w ipe away a l l  t r i v i a l  fond  re c o rd s ,
A l l  saws o f  books, a l l  fo rm s , a l l  p re s s u re s  p a s t . . .  ( I ,  5 , 9 8 ) .
- a n d  an unmasking o f  a l l  personae -
For th e y  a re  a c t io n s  th a t  a man m ig h t p la y ;
But I  have th a t  w i th in  w hich passes show. ( I ,  2 , 84)
And th e  whole v in d ic a te s  h is  d e s c r ip t io n  o f th e .p u rp o s e  o f  drama,
whose end, bo th  a t  th e  f i r s t  and now, was and i s  to
h o ld ,  as ' tw e re , th e  m ir r o r  up to  n a tu re ; to  show 
v i r t u e  he r own fe a tu re ,  sco rn  h e r own im age, and th e  
ve ry  age and body o f  th e  tim e  h is  form  and p re s s u re .
( H I ,  2, 2 2 ) .
And how ( to  re tu rn  to  a s t i l l  e a r l ie r  q u e s t io n )  a re  we to  d is t in g u is h  
between t r u t h  and fa lse h o o d  in  th e  th e a tre  o f  everyday l i f e ?  The answer 
i s :  by d is t in g u is h in g  between th e  persona and th e  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  on th e  one 
hand, and between th e  p e r s o n a li ty  and th e  p e rson , on th e  o th e r .  When th e  
persona 1 f i t s '  th e  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  l e t  us say , th e n  th e  person  i s  's in c e r e ' ;  
b u t when th e  p e r s o n a li ty  f i t s  th e  p e rson , he i s  'a u th e n t ic '  o r  ' t r u e  to  
h im s e l f  ( T r i l l i n g ,  1 972 ). And a d is ju n c t io n  a t  e i t h e r  le v e l  le a d s  to  
I n s i n c e r i t y ' ,  ' i n a u t h e n t ic i t y '  o r  's e l f - d e c e p t io n ' .  Thus Ham let i s  
in s in c e re  when he p u ts  "an a n t ic  d is p o s i t io n  on" -  he i s  n o t as mad as 
he p re te n d s  to  be. But he i s  in a u th e n t ic  when he says to  h is  m o th e r,
" i t  i s  n o t madness th a t  I  have u t t e r 'd "  -  he i s  le s s  sane th a n  he 
supposes h im s e lf  to  be.
B ut tb s  f u r t h e r  q u e s tio n  now a r is e s  : what d if fe re n c e s  does t h i s  
id e a  o f  th e  person  in  drama make to  th e  everyday p r a c t ic e  o f 
p s y c h o lo g is ts ?
The psycho logy  o f  persons
B on a riu s  (1970) has in tn n rtu rg d  a n o ve l ty p e  o f  th e ra p y  c a l le d  1 f ix e d -  
r o le  th e ra p y 1, in  which th e  c l i e n t ,  a f t e r  g iv in g  th e  t h e r a p is t  a 
c h a r a c te r is a t io n  o f  h im s e lf ,  i s  g ive n  a new r o le  to  a c t by h im . T h is  
r o le ,  w h ile  n o t d ia m e t r ic a l ly  o p p o s ite  to  h is  fo rm e r one, i s  n e v e rth e le s s
s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  in  c e r ta in  re s p e c ts  -  i t  i s  a t  90 degrees to  th e
fo rm e r one, as i t  were. T h is  r o le  i s  rehea rsed  w ith  th e  th e r a p is t ,  then  
a c te d  in  r e a l  l i f e ,  and f i n a l l y  a lte r e d  a ga in  by th e  th e r a p is t  in  v iew  
o f  h is  c l i e n t 's  e x p e rie n c e s , u n t i l  a v ia b le  new l i f e - s t y l e  i s  a c h ie ve d .
I t  w i l l  be im m e d ia te ly  obv iou s  th a t  t h i s ’ k in d  o f  th e ra p y  i s  ve ry  
c lo s e  to  th e  th e a t re ,  and th a t  th e  t h e r a p is t ’ s a r t  i s  a co m b in a tio n  o f  
th e  d r a m a t is t 's  and th e  d i r e c t o r 's ;  and i t  i s  im p o r ta n t to  n o t ic e  th e  
r e la t io n s h ip  between sc ie n ce  and a r t  a t  each s tage  in  th e  p ro c e s s .
The f i r s t  s tage  i s  r e a l ly  th e  f i r s t  s tage  in  any a c t o f  a r t i s t i c  
c re a t io n  -  th e  re c e p t iv e ,  i n t u i t i v e  c o n te m p la tio n  o f  r e a l i t y ,  w hich 
passes a lm ost im m e d ia te ly  in t o  th e  fo rm a tio n  o f  a m en ta l image o f  th a t  
r e a l i t y .  And h e re , even i f  s c i e n t i f i c ,  p sych o m e tric  te c h n iq u e s  were 
em ployed, these  co u ld  be no more than  p re p a ra to ry  to  th e  t h e r a p is t 's  
fo rm in g  an image o f  h is  c l i e n t ' s  p re s e n t r o le  in  l i f e  (w h ich  i s  based
m a in ly  on th e  c l i e n t 's  own image o f  h im s e lf ) .
The n e x t s tage  -  th e  im a g in a t io n  o f  a new f ix e d  r o le  f o r  th e  c l i e n t  
by th e  th e r a p is t  -  i s  s t i l l  more o b v io u s ly  a r t i s t i c .  A g a in , a s c i e n t i f i c  
te c h n iq u e  co u ld  form  p a r t  o f  t h i s  r o le  i f  i t  were co n s id e re d  re le v a n t  to
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th e  c l i e n t ' s  p rob lem s -  f o r  exam ple, a form  o f b e h a v io u r th e ra p y  f o r  
shake p h o b ia .^ *  But th e  c re a t io n  o f  a new r o le  in  l i f e  w ith  a l l  t h a t  
t h a t  e n ta i ls  w ith  re g a rd  to  r e la t io n s  w ith  p a re n ts , spouse, f r ie n d s ,  
enemies and h is  own o ld  s e l f ,  can- o n ly  be th e  produce o f  th e  d ra m a tic  
im a g in a t io n .
T h ir d ly ,  th e  re h e a rs a l o f  th e  c l i e n t ' s  new r o le  w ith  him i s  n o th in g  
more n o r le s s  tha n  th e  d i r e c t o r 's  a r t .  And f o u r t h ly ,  th e  a c t in g  o u t o f  
th e  r o le  in  r e a l  l i f e ,  i s  c le a r ly  th e  a c to r 's  a r t .  I t  i s  o n ly  w ith  th e  
f i f t h  and f i n a l  s tage  o f  c r i t i c a l  r e -a p p ra is a l th a t  we would appear to  
r e tu rn  to  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  s k i l l s .
And y e t ,  a re  s c ie n t is t s  u s u a lly  th e  b e s t c r i t i c s  o f  w orks o f  
d ra m a tic  a r t?  And i s  n o t th e  d ra m a tis t  c o n s ta n t ly  em p loy ing  h is  c r i t i c a l  
f a c u l t y  in  h is  r e - w r i t in g  o f  o ld  d r a f t s  u n t i l  th e  f i n a l ,  nea r p e r fe c t  one 
i s  a tta in e d ?  liJe must co n c lu d e , th e n , th a t  in  p sych o th e ra p y , " a r t  
in c lu d e s  and uses s c ie n c e , and . . .  i s  th e  m aster f o r  whom s c ie n c e  t o i l s  
(M acm urray, 1935 ).
The reason f o r  t h i s  i s  n o t m ere ly  th a t  " a l l  th e  w o r ld 's  a s ta g e "  
in  th e  s o c io lo g is t 's  sense, so th a t  g e t t in g  on in  l i f e  re q u ire s  b o th - 
th e  d r a m a t is t 's  and th e  a c to r 's  s k i l l s .  Nor i s  i t  t h a t  th e re  i s  a ls o  a 
p la y  w ith in  th a t  p la y  -  th e  a c to r 's  m ind, in  which many p s y c h ic  fo rc e s  
p la y  t h e i r  p a r ts .  The reason i s  more fu n d a m e n ta l, t h a t  a m id s t a l l  th e
1 . And y e t b e h a v io u r th e ra p y  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  a r o ie - p la y in g  te c h n iq u e , 
w hich was c le a r ly  d e s c r ib e d  by Shakespeare. See As You L ik a  I t , I I I ,
2 , 368-398 . .
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s o c ia l  p re ssu re s  and p s y c h ic  fo r c e s ,  th e re , i s  a deeper, more 1 f i x e d 1 
r o le ,  th e  man1s t r u e  s e l f ,  s t r u g g l in g  f o r  e x p re s s io n . W ith  t h i s  
d ee p es t, most c e n t r a l  r o le  a l l  th e  o th e r  ro le s  must be in  harmony i f  
t h e / p l o t ’ o f  h is  l i f e  i s  n o t to  end in  tra g e d y . I t  i s  th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t 's  ta s k ,  n o t to  c re a te  t h i s  r o le  ( f o r  t r u e  c r e a t io n ,  c re a t io n  
o u t o f  n o th in g , be longs to  th e  D iv in e  M a s te r-C ra ftsm a n  a lo n e ) ,  b u t to  co­
o p e ra te  in  th e  c re a t io n  o f  a new s i t u a t io n  in  which th e  man w i l l  bo th  
i n t u i t  i t  a c c u ra te ly  and enact i t  s u c c e s s fu lly  on th e  s tag e  o f  everyday 
l i f e .
The Drama o f  H am le t, p s y c h o lo g is t
Ham let i s  a p la y  o f  p a r t i c u la r  re le v a n c e  to  p s y c h o lo g is ts .  Fo r i t  
i s  a p la y  about psycho logy  -  o r r a th e r ,  about man as a p s y c h o lo g is t ,  as 
a " r e f le x iv e "  be ing  ( K e l ly ,  1955) seek ing  to  know h im s e lf .  Thus L a w le r
( I9 6 0 ) :-  ' -— v . .
Ham let i s  th e  u n iv e rs a l tra g e d y . F o r, as th e  b e g in n in g  
o f  wisdom is  s e lf-k n o w le d g e , so th e  u n iv e rs a l p re d icam en t 
i s  th a t  o f  H am le t; f o r  a l l  h is  im passioned q u e s t io n in g ,  
man f a i l s  to  know h im s e lf ,  (p . 7 3 ) .
C .S . Lew is  (1942) has a ls o  s tre s s e d  t h i s  U n iv e rs a l im p o r t  o f  th e
p la y :
I  would go a lo n g  way to  meet B e a tr ic e  o r F a ls t a f f  o r 
M r. Donathan O ldbuck o r D is r a e l i 's  Lo rd  Monmouth. I  
would n o t c ro ss  th e  room to  meet H am le t. I t  would 
never be n ece ssa ry . He i s  a lw ays where I  a m . . . .  The
p la y 's  t r u e  hero  i s  man -  haunted man -  man w ith  h is
mind on th e  f r o n t i e r  o f  two w o r ld s , man unab le  q u i te
to  r e je c t  o r q u i te  to  adm it th e  s u p e rn a tu ra l,  man 
s t r u g g l in g  to  g e t som eth ing donB as man has s tru g g le d  
from  th e  b e g in n in g , y e t in c a p a b le  o f  achievem ent, 
because o f  h is  i n a b i l i t y  to  unde rs tand  e i t h e r  h im s e lf  
o r h is  fe l lo w s  o r th e  r e a l  q u a l i t y  o f  th e  u n iv e rs e  
which has produced h im .
Lew is goes on to  say th a t  Ham let " i s  a m y s te rio u s  p la y  in  th e  sense o f
be ing  a p la y  about m y s te ry " . B ut th e  m ys te ry  l i e s  n o t so much in  th e
recesses o f  one m an's p e r s o n a li ty  as in  a u n iv e rs a l human e xp e rie n c e *
I  b e lie v e  th a t  we read H a m le t's  speeches w ith  
in t e r e s t  c h ie f l y  because th e y  d e s c r ib e  so w e ll  a 
c e r ta in  s p i r i t u a l  re g io n  th ro u g h  which most o f  us 
have passed and anyone in  h is  c ircu m s ta n ce s  m ig h t 
be expected  to  pass, ra th e r  tha n  because o f  ou r 
concern  to  unde rs tand  how and why t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  
man e n te re d  i t .
T h e re fo re , th e  q u e s tio n s  w hich have p lagued c r i t i c s  and p s y c h o lo g is ts  
a l ik e  f o r  c e n tu r ie s  -  'Why does Ham let d e la y ? ' ' I s  he r e a l l y  mad?'
'Why does he t r e a t  O ph e lia  so c r u e l ly ? '  -  do n o t go to  th e  h e a r t  o f  th e
m a tte r*  The r e a l  q u e s tio n  which th e  p la y  poses, and to  which i t  g iv e s  
a w h o lly  s a t is fa c to r y  answ er, i s :  'hJhat i s  i t .  l i k e  f o r  a man to  t r y ,  
bu t f a i l ,  to  know h im s e lf? ' And s in c e  t h i s  I s  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
q u e s tio n  pa r e x c e lle n c e * i t  i s  w e l l  w o rth  a p s y c h o lo g is t ' s exam in ing  
th e  answ er.
Three le v e ls  o f  in t e r p r e ta t io n
T h is , i s  n o t to  say th a t  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  problem s a re  ir r e le v a n t. , ,  
no r th a t .p s y c h o lo g ic a l know ledge~cannot c o n t r ib u te  to  t h e i r  s o lu t io n .
The p o in t  i s  r a th e r  th a t  we must d is t in g u is h  between th re e  d i f f e r e n t  
le v e ls  a t. which a p s y c h o lo g is t  may be in te r e s te d  in  H am le t. F i r s t ,  th e re  
i s  th e  le v e l  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  c h a ra c te r  and th e  prob lem s w hich he 
e xp e rie n ce s  as expressed in  h is  own te rm s : ' t o  be o r  n o t to  be -  th a t  
i s  th e  q u e s t io n . ' S econd ly , th e re  i s  th e  le v e l  o f  th e  s p e c ta to r  in  th e  
a ud ie n ce , who sees Ham let in  th e  c o n te x t o f  th e  p la y  as a w ho le , and 
a sks : 'why i s  he so. p re occu p ied  w ith  m e ta p h y s ic a l p ro b le m s? ' • T h i r d ly , 
th e re  i s  th e  le v e l  o f  th e  d ra m a tis t  h im s e lf ,  who p re s e n ts  th e  p la y  to  
th e  a u d ie n ce , and says: 'h e re  i s  man p ro b in g  th e  s e c re ts  o f  th e  u n iv e rs e  
in  th e :q u e s t f o r  h is  own i d e n t i t y . '  An approach to  th e  p la y  a t  th e  
f i r s t  le v e l  m ig h t be term ed phenom eno log ica l o r e x is t e n t ia l ,  and i s  th e  
n e a re s t to  th e  p u re ly  l i t e r a r y ;  a t  th e  second le v e l ,  we e nco u n te r 
e x p la n a tio n s  o f  th e  more f a m i l ia r  k in d ,  in  te rm s o f  th e  m a jo r t h e o r e t ic a l  
o r ie n ta t io n s  such as b e h a v io u rism , p s y c h o a n a ly s is  (Jo n es , 1 9 4 9 ), o r 
p e rs o n a l c o n s tru c t  th e o ry  (Moss, 1974a ); th e  t h i r d  le v e l  c o n s t i tu te s  
th e  in te r fa c e  between p sych o lo g y , p h ilo s o p h y  and th e o lo g y , and i s  th e  
a rea  in  which Jung ians  p a r t i c u la r l y  have made t h e i r  m ark; I  s h a l l  
approach th e  p la y  a t  th e  t h i r d  le v e l ,  a lth o u g h  w ith o u t em p loy ing  any 
Jung ian  te rm in o lo g y ,  b u t I  s h a l l  n o t ig n o re  th e  r e la t io n s h ip s  between 
. q u e s tio n s  a r is in g  a t th e  t h i r d  le v e l  and a t  th e  second and f i r s t  le v e ls .
The r e la t io n s h ip s  between d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  may be i l l u s t r a t e d  by
a q u o ta t io n  from  W in n ic o t t  (1971) who, a f t e r  g iv in g  a s e c o n d - le v e l 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l e x p la n a tio n  o f  th e  ' t o  be o r n o t to  be* s o l i lo q u y ,  
c o n tin u e s : ■
As I  see i t ,  t h i s - d i f f i c u l t  s o l i lo q u y  i s  ..
d i f f i c u l t  because Ham let had h im s e lf  n o t g o t th e  
c lu e  to  h is  dilemma -  s in c e  i t  la y  in  h is  own changed 
s ta te .  Shakespeare had th e  c lu e ,  b u t Ham let co u ld  
n o t go to  S hakespeare 's  p la y .
I f  th e  p la y  i s  lo o ked  a t  in  t h i s  way i t  seems 
p o s s ib le  to  use H a m le t's  a lte r e d  a t t i t u d e  to  O p h e lia  
and h is  c r u e l t y  to  h e r as a p ic tu r e  o f  h is  r u th le s s  
r e je c t io n  o f  h is  own fem ale  e le m en t, now s p l i t  o f f  
and handed over to  h e r ,  w ith  h is  unwelcome male 
e lem ent th re a te n in g  to  ta k e  ove r h is  whole p e r s o n a l i t y .
The c r u e l t y  to  O ph e lia  can be a measure o f  h is  
re lu c ta n c e  to  .abandon h is  s p l i t - o f f  fem ale  e le m en t.
In  t h i s  way i t  i s  th e  p la y  ( i f  Ham let co u ld  have 
read i t ,  o r seen i t  a c te d ) th a t  co u ld  have shown him 
th e  n a tu re  o f  h is  d ilem m a, (p p . 9 8 -9 ) .
In  o th e r  w ords, H am le t, from  h is  ( f i r s t - l e v e l )  p o in t  o f  v ie w , co u ld  n o t
p e rc e iv e  what a member o f  th e  aud ience  co u ld  see from  h is  (s e c o n d - le v e l)
p o in t  o f  v iew  -  a lth o u g h  he made an e f f o r t  to  do ju s t  th a t  in  th e  p la y
w ith in  th e  p la y  scene. As f o r  Shakespeare -  he both  c re a te d  th e  f i r s t -
le v e l  p o in t  o f  v ie w , which made p o s s ib le  th e  s e c o n d - le v e l p o in t  o f
v ie w , from  which a t h i r d - le v e l  p o in t  o f  v iew  co u ld  be a t ta in e d  -  a
syn o p s is  o f  th e  r e la t io n  between th e  in d iv id u a l 's  search  f o r  s e l f -
know ledge and e x p la n a to ry  th e o r ie s  in  p sych o lo g y .
28.
A ct I
The open ing  words o f  th e  p la y  a re  an im age, a m icrocosm , o f  i t s  
o v e r a l l  s t r u c tu r e  and rhy thm : - — .
B e rn a rd o . Who*s th e re ?
F ra n c is c o . Nay, answer me. Stand and u n fo ld  y o u r s e l f .
B e rna rd o . . Long l i v e  th e  K in g !
F ra n c is c o . Bernardo?
B e rn a rd o . He.
F ra n c is c o . You come most c a r e fu l ly  upon yo u r h o u r.
B e rna rd o . ! T is  now s tru c k  tw e lve .; g e t the e  to  bed,
F ra n c is c o .
F ra n c is c o . F o r t h i s  r e l i e f  much th a n k s . ’ T is  b i t t e r  
c o ld .  And I  am s ic k  a t  h e a r t .
B e rn a rd o . Have you had q u ie t  guard?
F ra n c is c o . " Not a mouse s t i r r i n g .
B e rna rd o . W e ll,  good n ig h t .
I f  you do meet H o ra t io  and M a rc e llu s ,
The r i v a ls  o f  my w a tch , b id  them make h a s te . ( 1 , 1 , 1 )
Here an i n i t i a l  1 s t a r t l e  re sp on se ’ i s  succeeded by a d e p re s s iv e  e m o tio n a l
re a c t io n  ( " I  am s ic k  a t  h e a r t ” ) w hich i s  fo l lo w e d  by th e  f l a t ,  monotonous
sound o f  a- s e n t in e l ’ s r o u t in e .  In  a s im i la r  way, th e  doub le  shock o f  h is
f a t h e r ’ s death  and m o th e r’ s re m a rria g e  p luged  Hamlet in t o  a p ro lo n g e d
p e r io d  o f  d ep re ss io n  from  which he emerged o n ly  tow ards th e  end o f  th e
p la y ,  in  th e  w ith d ra w n , a lm ost s c h iz o id  tone  o f  h is  words ju s t  b e fo re  and
a f t e r  th e  d u e l.
We may see a s im i la r  rhythm  in  th e  course  o f  a s in g le  scene. Thus
in  a c t I  scene 4 , th e  i n i t i a l  shock o f  h is  enco u n te r w ith  th e  g h o s t -
A ngels and m in s te rs  o f  g race defend us ! (39 )
- i s  fo l lo w e d  by h is  angu ish  on h e a r in g  th e  news o f "m urde r most f o u l "  -
0 a l l  you h o s t o f  heaven! 0 e a r th !  What e ls e ?
And s h a l l  I  coup le  h e l l?  (92 )
-  w hich i s  in  tu r n  fo llo w e d  by a ca lm e r, more m e d ita t iv e  mood:
There a re  more th in g s  in  heaven and e a r th ,  H o ra t io ,  
th a n  a re  dream t o f  in  your p h ilo s o p h y . (166)
M oreover, we may d is t in g u is h ,  w ith in  th e  f iv e - a c t  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  p la y
as a w ho le , tho se  a c ts  in  w hich a g ita te d  h y s te r ia  o r  m orb id  d e p re ss io n
a re  dom inant ( I  and I I I ) ,  and tho se  in  which a more m e d ita t iv e  mood
p r e v a i ls  ( I I  and IV ) .  So H a m le t’ s pa th  to  s e lf-k n o w le d g e  i s  n o t tro d d e n
w ith  th e  measured detachm ent o f  th e  p ro fe s s io n a l p s y c h o lo g is t .
But l e t  us now lo o k  a l i t t l e  more c lo s e ly  a t  th e  f i r s t  a c t ,
b e g in n in g  w ith  th e  scene o f  H a m le t's  f i r s t  e n t r y :
K in g . B ut now,.my co u s in  H am le t, and my son -  . •
H a m le t. ( A s id e ) A l i t t l e  more tha n  k in ,  and le s s  th a n  k in d .  
K in g . How i s  i t  th a t  th e  c lo u d s  s t i l l ,  hang on you?
H a m le t. . Not so , my lo r d ;  I  am to o  much in  th e  sun.
Queen. Good H am le t, c a s t th y  n ig h te d  c o lo u r  o f f ,
And l e t  th in e  eye lo o k  l i k e  a f r in d  on Denmark.
Do n o t f o r  ever w ith  th y  v e i le d  l i d s  
Seek f o r  th y  nob le  fa th e r  in  th e  d u s t.
Thou k n o w 's t ' t i s  common -  a l l  th a t  l i v e s  must d ie ,
Passing  th ro u g h  n a tu re  to  e te r n i t y .
H a m le t. Ay, madam, i t  i s  common.
Queen. I f  i t  be,
Why seems i t  so p a r t i c u la r  w ith  thee?
H am le t. Seems, madam! Nay, i t  i s ;  I '  know n o t seems.
. ’ T is  n o t a lone  my in k y  c lo a k , good m o the r,
Nor custom ary s u i t s  o f  solemn b la c k ,
Nor w indy s u s p ira t io n  o f  f o r c ’ d b re a th ,
No, no r th e  f r u i t f u l  r i v e r  in  th e  eye,
Nor th e  d e je c te d  h a v io u r o f  th e  v is a g e ,
T o ge th e r w ith  a l l  fo rm s , moods, shapes o f  g r i e f ,
Tha t can denote me t r u l y .  These, in d e e d , seem;
F o r th e y  a re  a c t io n s  th a t  a man m ig h t p la y ;
But I  have th a t  w i th in  which passes show -
These b u t th e  t ra p p in g s  and th e  s u i t s  o f  woe-. ( I ,  2 , 64)
” My co u s in  and .my son”  — H a m le t's  a n a ly t ic a l  w i t  im m e d ia te ly  s e iz e s  on
th e  d if fe r e n c e .  Cousins a re  r e la t io n s  o f  k in ,  no more; b u t a son i s  o f
th e  same k in d  as h is  f a th e r ,  no le s s  tha n  'a  c h ip  o f f  th e  o ld  b lo c k * .
C la u d iu s  has been le s s  tha n  k in d  in  a n o th e r sense : in  com b in ing  th e  r o le s
o f  u n c le  and f a th e r ,  he has wronged th e  memory o f  H a m le t's  r e a l  fa th e r  
and made G e r tru d e 's  p o s i t io n  a b h o rre n t to  h e r son. The r e s u l t  i s  th a t  
Ham let i s  in  a ' d o u b le -b in d V -(B a te s o n  e t  a l . ,  1956 ); h is  lo y a l t y  to  h is  * 
dead fa th e r  c la sh e s  w ith  th a t  owing to  h is  l i v i n g  m o the r. He canno t be 
lo y a l  to  him w ith o u t re b u k in g  h e r :• he canno t approve o f  h e r w ith o u t  
r e je c t in g  h im . He must th e re fo re  ''seem ", be what he r e a l l y  i s  o n ly  
p a r t i a l l y ,  h id e  beh ind  th e  " in k y  c lo a k "  and " s u i t s  o f  solemn b la c k "  o f  
th e  m e la n c h o lic . For " th e s e  a re  a c t io n s  th a t  a man may p la y " ;  b u t Ham let 
has a t ru e  s e l f  w ith in  th a t  b e l ie s  th e  fa ls e  one w ith o u t (L a in g , i9 6 0 ) ;  
he i s  a p e rfo rm e r who i s  independent o f  h is  c h a ra c te r  (G offm an, 1 95 9 ).
A l l  t h i s  i s  made more e x p l i c i t  in  h is  f i r s t  g re a t s o l i lo q u y :
0 th a t  t h i s  to o  to p  s o l id  f le s h  would m e l t . . . .  ( I ,  2 , 129)
Here we see th e  cause o f  h is  d e p re s s io n :
F r a i l t y ,  th y  name i s  woman: -  
A l i t t l e  month, o r  e re  those  shoes were o ld  
W ith  which she fo l lo w e d  my poor f a t h e r 's  body,
L ik e  N iobe , a l l  te a rs  -  why she, even she —
0 God! a beas t th a t  wants d is c o u rs e  o f  reason 
Would have m ourn 'd  lo n g e r -  m a rr ie d  w ith  my u n c le ,
My f a t h e r 's  b ro th e r ;  b u t no more l i k e  my fa th e r  
Than I  to  H e rc u le s . W ith in  a m onth,
Ere y e t th e  m a lt o f  most u n r ig h te o u s  te a rs  
Had l e f t  th e  f lu s h in g  in  h e r g a l le d  eyes,
She m a rr ie d . -0 , most w icked speed, to  p o s t
W ith  such d e x te r i t y  to  in c e s tu o u s  sh e e ts !
I t  i s  n o t ,  no r i t  cannot come to  good.
But b re a k , my h e a r t ,  f o r  I  must h o ld  my to n g u e . ( I ,  2 , 146) 
The schism  between h e a r t  and tongue p o in ts  to  a deeper d iv id e d n e s s  o f  
w i l l :
H is  g re a tn e ss  w e ig h 'd , h is  w i l l  i s  n o t h is  own;
For he h im s e lf  i s  s u b je c t  to  h is  b i r t h .  ( I ,  3 , 17)
He i s  s u b je c t to  h is  p a re n ts  by b i r t h ,  b u t s in c e  h is  l o y a l t i e s  to  them
c o n f l i c t ,  h is  w i l l  i s  d iv id e d  between them . He cannot f o l lo w  P o lo n iu s '
a d v ice
to  th in e  own s e l f  be t r u e ,
And i t  must f o l lo w ,  as th e  n ig h t  th e  day,
Thou ca ns t n o t then  be fa ls e  to  any man. ( I ,  3 , 78)
- f o r  now th e  n ig h t  no lo n g e r  fo l lo w s  th e  day -
t h i s  sweaty has te  
Doth make th e  n ig h t  jo in t - la b o u r e r  w ith  th e  day ( I ,  1 , 77)
- a n d  i f  he i s  t r u e  to  th a t  p a r t  o f  h im s e lf  b e lo n g in g  to  one p a re n t,
he w i l l  be fa ls e  to  th e  p a r t  which be longs to  th e  o th e r .
But Ham let i s  n o t consc ious  o f  t h i s  y e t -  i t  re q u ire s  th e  shock
o f th e  g h o s t 's  e n tra n ce  to  s e t him th in k in g  more d e e p ly :
Ange ls and m in is te rs  o f  g race  defend us !
Be thou  a s p i r i t  o f  h e a lth  o r g o b lin  dam n'd,
B r in g  w ith  thee  a i r s  from  heaven o r b la s ts  from  h e l l ,
Be th y  in t e n t s  w icked o r  c h a r i ta b le ,
Thou co m 's t in  such a q u e s tio n a b le  shape
T hat I  w i l l  speak to  th e e . I ' l l  c a l l  .thee H a m ls t,
K in g , f a th e r ,  r o y a l Dane. 0 , answer me!
L e t me n o t b u rs t  in  ig n o ra n c e , b u t t e l l  
Why th y  c a n o n iz 'd  bones, hearsed in  d e a th ,
Have b u rs t  t h e i r  c e re m e n ts ;* why th e  s e p u lch re  
W herein we saw thee  q u ie t ly  in u r n 'd  
Hath o p 'd  h is  ponderous and m arb le  jaws 
To c a s t thee  up a g a in . What may t h i s  mean 
That th o u , dead c o rs e , aga in  in  com plete  s te e l  
R e v is i ts  th u s  th e  g lim pses  o f  th e  moon,
Making n ig h t  h id e o u s , and we fo o ls  o f  n a tu re  
So h o r r id ly  to  shake ou r d is p o s i t io n
W ith  th o u g h ts  beyond th e  reaches o f  ou r s o u ls ?  ( I ,  4 , 39)
The k e y -n o te  o f  t h i s  speech i s  i t s  am b iva lence  : th e  ghos t comes " i n
a q u e s tio n a b le  shape"; he may be a " s p i r i t  o f  h e a lth "  o r  " g o b l in  dam n'd"
h is  bones a re  " c a n o n iz 'd " ,  and y e t h is  appearance makes th e  n ig h t  lo o k
"h id e o u s " . ' Much w i l l  depend on which v a lu a t io n  p r e v a i ls  w ith  H am le t.
But H o ra t io  i s  re p e lle d  by. th e  v is io n :
What i f  i t  tem pt you tow ard  th e  f lo o d ,  my lo r d ,
Or to  th e  d re a d fu l summit o f  th e  c l i f f  
Tha t b e e tle s  o 'e r  h is  base in to  th e  sea,
And th e re  assume some o th e r  h o r r ib le  fo rm ,
Which m ig h t d e p r iv e  you r s o v e re ig n ty  o f  reason ,
And draw you in t o  madness? ( I , 4 , 69)
But H a m le t's  fa te  " c r ie s  o u t " ,  and h is  greed f o r  th e  f r u i t  o f  th e
knowledge o f  good and e v i l  i s  seconded by M a rc e llo 's  c u r io s i t y :
H o r a t io . He waxes d e sp e ra te  w ith  im a g in a t io n .
M a rc e llo . L e t 's  f o l lo w ;  ' t i s t  n o t f i t  th u s  to  obey h im . 
H o r a t io . -Have a f t e r .  To what is s u e  w i l l  t h i s  come?
M a rc e llo . Som thing i s  r o t te n  in  th e  s ta te  o f  Denmark.
H o r a t io . Heaven w i l l  d i r e c t  i t .
M a rc e llo . I\lay, l e t ’ s fo l lo w  h im . ( E xe u n t. )
( I ,  4 , 87)
T h is  i s  th e  d e c is iv e  moment in  th e  p la y  : th e re  w i l l  be no g o ing  
back h e r e a f te r .  Fo r ang e ls  w ith  f la m in g  swords have been p la ce d  a t  th e  
g a tes  o f  h is  fo rm e r l i f e ,  w h ile  ahead l i e s  o n ly  s u f fe r in g  and d e a th :
I  am th y  f a t h e r 's  s p i r i t ,
Doom'd f o r  a c e r ta in  term  to  w a lk th e  n ig h t ,
And f o r  th e  day c o n f in 'd  to  f a s t  in  f i r e s ,
T i l l  th e  fo u l  c rim es done in  my days o f  n a tu re  
Are b u rn t and p u rg 'd  away. But, th a t  I  am fo r b id  
To t e l l  th e  s e c re ts  o f  my p r is o n -h o u s e ,
I  co u ld  a t a le  u n fo ld  whose l ig h t e s t  word 
Would harrow  up th y  s o u l,  f re e z e  th y  young b lo o d ,
Make t h y  tw o  e y e s ,  l i k B  s t a r s ,  s t a r t  f r o m  t h e i r  s p h e r e s ,
Thy k n o tte d  and combined lo c k s  to  p a r t ,
And each p a r t i c u la r  h a i r  to  s tan d  an end,
L ik e  q u i l l s  upon th e  f r e t f u l  p o rc u p in e .
But t h i s  e te rn a l b lazon  must n o t be 
To ea rs  o f  f le s h  and b lo o d . ( I ,  5, 9)
I t  must n o t be, pe rhaps ; b u t Ham let has heard  i t  now -  w h ich  p la c e s
him on th e  o th e r  s id e  o f  th e  g ra ve . From now on, h is  know ledge o f  th e
t e r r i b l e  s e c re ts  o f  death  w i l l  in c re a s in g ly  is o la te  him from  th e  more
t h is - w o r ld ly  c h a ra c te rs . M oreover, th e  g h o s t 's  s to r y  o f  how, and by whom
he was m urdered, has made h is  o r ig in a l  c o n d it io n  much w orse. F o r ,  as
W ilson  K n ig h t (1949) p o in ts  o u t ,  " h is  hope o f  re c o v e ry  to  th e  norm a l
h e a lth y  l i f e  depended la r g e ly  on h is  a b i l i t y  to  f o r g e t  h is  f a t h e r ,  to
fo r g iv e  H is  m o th e r.1' But now " h is  m o th e r’ s honour i s  more f o u l l y
s m irc h e d ,th a n  e v e r ; . ,  th e  l i v i n g  cause and symbol o f  h is  f a t h e r ’ s death
f i r m ly  p la ce d  on Denmark’ s th r o n e . "  And th e  g h o s t ’ s p a r t in g  "remember
me" has  b u r s t  l i k e  f i r e  upon h i s —b r a i n :
0 a l l  you h o s t o f  heaven! 0 e a r th !  What e ls e ?
And s h a l l  I  coup le  h e l l?  0 , f i e !  H o ld , h o ld ,  my h e a r t ;
And you, my s inew s , grow n o t in s ta n t  o ld ,
B ut bear me s t i f f l y  up. Remember th e e !
Ay, thou  poor g h o s t, w h ile s  memory h o ld s  a se a t 
In  t h i s  d is t r a c te d  globe.. Remember th e e !
Yea, from  th e  ta b le  o f  my memory
I ' l l  w ipe away a l l  t r i v i a l  fond  re c o rd s ,
A l l  saws o f  books, a l l  .fo rm s , a l l  p re s s u re s , p a s t,
T ha t you th  and o b s e rv a tio n  cop ied  th e re , :
And th y  commandment a l l  a lone  s h a l l  l i v e  
W ith in  th e  book and volume o f  my b ra in ,
U nm ix 'd  w ith  baser m a tte r .  Yes, by heaven!
.0  most p e rn ic io u s  woman!
0 v i l l a i n ,  v i l l a i n ,  s m il in g ,  damned v i l l a i n !
My ta b le s  -  meet i t  i s  I  .s e t down
That one may s m ile , and s m ile ,  and be a v i l l a i n ;
A t le a s t  I  am su re  i t  may be so in  Denmark (W r i t in g ) .
So,- u n c l e ,  t h e r e ,  you a r e .  Now t o  my Word:
I t  i s  'A d ie u , a d ie u ! Remember m e '. .
1 have s w o rn 't .  ( 1 , 5 , 92)
He makes h is  companions swear to o ,  and the n  warns them o f  h is  in t e n t io n  
To p u t an a n t ic  d is p o s i t io n  on. ( I ,  5 , 172)
F o r h is  new knowledge n e c e s s ita te s  a d i f f e r e n t  p e rso n a , a n o th e r s p l i t
between t r u e  and fa ls e ,  p e rs o n a l and s o c ia l ,  s e lv e s  -
And s t i l l  you r f in g e r s  on you r l i p s ,  I  p ra y . ( I ,  5 , 188)
The d if fe re n c e  t h i s  t im e  i s  th a t  o u te r  d is g u is e  i s  accom panied by in n e r
re p re s s io n . Not o n ly  must he "seem" in  r e la t io n  to  o th e rs  : he must 
deny.a  p a r t  o f  h im s e lf .  He must w ipe o u t h is  lo v e  f o r  h is  m o the r.
The t im e  i s  o u t o f  j o i n t .  0 cursed  s p ite  
That eve r I  was born to  p u t i t  r i g h t . ( I ,  5 , 189)
Thus in  a c t I  we see an i n i t i a l  'd o u b le -b in d 1 s i t u a t io n  le a d in g  
to  in n e r  schism  and re p re s s io n  under th e  im p u lse  o f  a 'd u ty '  to  e xa c t 
revenge . T h is  t ra n s fo rm a t io n  i s  q u ite  c o n s c io u s ly  p e rc e iv e d  and 
engaged in  by Ham let -  he has no need y e t o f  an a n a ly s t  (a lth o u g h  he 
does need a p r ie s t ) .  But h is  new c o n d it io n  w i l l  have consequences, 
in  succeed ing  a c ts ,  which he i s  much le s s  a b le  to  u n d e rs ta n d .
A ct I I
bJe see th e  f i r s t  consequence a t  th e  b e g in n in g  o f  th e  second
a c t:
O p h e lia . 0 my lo r d ,  my lo r d ,  I  have been so a f f r ig h t e d !
P o lo n ie s . W ith  w hat, i ' th i - '  name o f  God?
O p h e lia . My lo r d ,  as I  was sewing in  my c lo s e t ,
Lord  H am le t, w ith  h is  d o u b le t a l l  u n b ra c 'd ,
No h a t upon h is  head, h is  s to c k in g s  fo u le d ,
U n g a r t 're d  and down-gyved to  h is  a n k le ;
Pale  as h is  s h i r t ,  h is  knees knock ing  each o th e r ,
And w ith .a  lo o k  so p ite o u s  in  p u rp o r t  
As i f  he had been lo o sed  o u t o f  h e l l  
To speak o f  h o r ro rs  -  he comes b e fo re  me.
P o lo n iu s . Mad f o r  th y  lo ve ?
O p h e lia . My lo r d ,  I  do n o t know.
But t r u l y  I  do fe a r  i t .
P o lo n iu s . What s a id  he?
O p h e lia . He to o k  me by th e  w r is t ,  and h e ld  me h a rd ;
- Then goes to  th e  le n g th  o f  a l l  h is  arm,
And, w ith  h is  o th e r  hand th u s  o 'e r  h is  brow,
He f a l l s  to  such p e ru s a l o f  my face  
As 'a  would draw i t .  Long s ta y 'd  he so .
A t l a s t ,  a l i t t l e  shak ing  o f  mine arm,
And t h r ic e  h is  head th u s  w aving up and down,
He r a i s ’ d a s ig h  so p ite o u s  and p ro found
As i t  d id  seem to  s h a t te r  a l l  h is  b u lk
And end h is  b e in g . T ha t done, he le t s  me go,
And, w ith  h is  head ove r h is  s h o u ld e r t u r n 'd ,
He seem'd to  f in d  h is  way w ith o u t h is  eyes;
For o u t adoors he went w ith o u t t h e i r  h e lp s
And to  th e  la s t  bended t h e i r  l i g h t  on me. ( I I , 1 , 75)
. S e ve ra l hypo theses are  o f fe re d  to  e x p la in  t h i s  m e lancho ly  c o n d it io n :  
u n re q u ite d  lo v e  (P o lo n iu s ) ,  g r ie f  a t  h is  f a t h e r 's  dea th  (C la u d iu s ) ,  
f r u s t r a te d  a m b it io n  (R osencran tz  and G u ild e n s te rn ) . But i t  i s  G e rtru d e  
who comes n e a re s t th e  t r u t h :
.1 doubt i t  as no o th e r  b u t th e  m ain,
H is  f a t h e r 's  dea th  and .our d 'e rh a s ty  m a rr ia g e . ( I I , 2 , 56)
Of co u rse , none o f  them knows about th e  ghos t -  a lth o u g h  some such 
s p i r i t  would need to  be p o s tu la te d  to  e x p la in  th e  u n iv e rs a l scope o f
H a m le t's  d is g u s t :
I  have o f  la t e  -  b u t w h e re fo re  I  know n o t -  lo s t  a l l  my 
m ir th ,  fo rg o n e  a l l  custom o f  e x e rc is e s ; and indeed  i t  
• g o e s  so h e a v ily  w ith  my d is p o s i t io n  th a t  t h i s  good ly  
fram e , th e  e a r th ,  seems to  me a s t e r i l e  p ro m o n to ry ; 
t h i s  most e x c e l le n t  canopy th e  a i r ,  lo o k  you, t h i s  b rave  
o 'e rh a n g in g  f irm a m e n t, t h i s  m a je s t ic a l ro o f  f r o t t e d  w ith  
go lden  f i r e  -  why, i t  appeare th  no o th e r  th in g  to  me th a n  . 
a f o u l  and p e s t i le n t  c o n g re g a tio n  o f  vapou rs , bihat a 
p ie ce  o f  work i s  a man! How n ob le  in  reason ! how 
i n f i n i t e  in  f a c u l t ie s !  in  form  and m oving, how express 
and a d m ira b le ! in  a c t io n ,  how l i k e  an a n g e l! in  
app re h en s io n , how l i k e  a god! th e  beauty  o f  th e  w o r ld ! 
th e  paragon o f  a n im a ls ! And y e t ,  to  me, what i s  t h i s  
q u in te sse n ce  o f  dus t?  Man d e l ig h ts  n o t me -  no, no r 
woman n e i t h e r . . .  ( I I ,  2 , 295)
bie a re  rem inded o f  W ill ia m  Dames' d e s c r ip t io n  o f  'The S ic k ,S o u l ' in
The V a r ie t ie s  o f  R e lig io u s  E x p e rie n c e .
A second r e s u l t  i s  H a m le t's  n o to r io u s  d e la y  in  c a r ry in g  o u t h is  
proposed revenge . But t h i s  i s  h in te d  a t  o b l iq u e ly  a t  f i r s t ,  in  th e  c e n t r a l  
p a r t  o f  th e  P la y e r 's  speech:
Unequal m a tc h 'd ,
P y rrh u s  a t  Priam d r iv e s ,  in  rage s t r ik e s  w ide ;
But w ith  th e  w h i f f  and w ind o f  h is  f e l l  sword 
T h ' unnerved fa th e r  f a l l s .  Then sense less  I l iu m ,
Seeming to  f e e l  t h i s  b low , w ith  f la m in g  to p  
Stoops- to  h is  base, and w ith  a h ideous  crash  
Takes p r is o n e r  P y rrh u s ' e a r . F o r, l o !  h is  sw ord,
Which was d e c l in in g  on th e  m ilk y  head 
Of reve rend  P riam , seem'd i '  t h '  a i r  to  s t i c k .
So, as a p a in te d  ty ra n t ',  P y rrh u s  s tood  
And, l i k e  a n e u t ra l to  h is  w i l l  and m a tte r ,
,Did n o th in g . ( I I , 2 , 465)
P y rrh u s ' pause r e f le c t s  H a m le t's  h e s i ta t io n ;  b u t th e  P la y e r 's  im pass ioned
p o r t r a y a l ,  l a t e r  in  th e  speech, o f  H ecuba 's g r ie f  a t  th e  dea th  o f  Priam
(so u n l ik e  G e r tru d e 's  g r ie f  a t  th e  death  o f h e r husband ), r e f le c t s  b a d ly
on H a m le t's  l i s t l e s s  mood:
0, what a rogue and peasant s la v e  a m 'I I  
Is  i t  n o t m onstrous th a t  t h i s  p la y e r  h e re ,
But in  a f i c t i o n ,  in  a dream o f  p a s s io n ,
Could fo rc e  h is  s o u l so to  h is  own c o n c e it  
T ha t from  he r w o rk in g  a l l  h e r v isa g e  w an 'd ;
Tears in  h is  eyes, d is t r a c t io n  i n 's  a sp e c t,
A broken v o ic e ,  and h is  whole fu n c t io n  s u i t in g  
W ith  form s to  h i ’s c o n c e it?  And a l l  f o r  n o th in g !
For Hecuba!
W hat's  Hecuba to  him o r he to  Hecuba,
T hat he shou ld  weep f o r  her?  What would he do,
Had he th e  m o tive  and th e  cue f o r  pass ion
T hat I  have? He would drown th e  s tage  w ith  te a r s ,
And c le a ve  th e  g e n e ra l ear w ith  h o r r id  speech;
Make mad th e  g u i l t y ,  and a ppa l th e  f r e e ,
Confound th e  ig n o ra n t ,  and amaze indeed 
The ve ry  f a c u l t ie s  o f  eyes and e a rs .
Yet I ,  .
A d u l l  and m u d d y -m e ttl' d ra s c a l,  peak,
L ik e  D ohn-a-dream s, unpregnan t o f  my cause,
And can say n o th in g ; no, n o t f o r  a k in g
Upon whose p ro p e r ty  and most dea r l i f e
A damn'd d e fe a t was made. ( I I ,  2 , 543)
He i s  p re ven ted  from  a c t in g ,  n o t by co w a rd ice , as be supposes ( " I  am
p ig e o n - l iv e r * d  and la c k  g a l l . . " ) ,  b u t by a co m b in a tio n  o f  (re p re s s e d )
lo v e  f o r  h is  m other and m ora l s c ru p le s  about vengeance. Fo r
The s p i r i t  t h a t  I  have seen 
May be a d e v i l ;  and th e  d e v i l  ha th  power 
T ’ assume a p le a s in g  shape; you, and perhaps 
Out o f  my weakness and my m e la nch o ly ,
As he i s  ve ry  p o te n t w ith  such s p i r i t s ,
Abuses me to  damn me. ( I I ,  2 , 594)
In  a c t I I ,  th e n , we see th e  b e g in n in g s  o f th a t  p a r a ly s is  o f  t h a t  
w i l l  which w i l l  p lague  Hamlet in c r e a s in g ly .  M oreover, he i s  b e g in n in g  
to  lo s e  c o n ta c t w ith  th e  ro o t  cause o f  h is  m a la is e . A ct I ' s  c o n s c io u s ly  
w i l le d  re p re s s io n  i s  now e x e r t in g  an in h ib i t o r y  e f f e c t  in  ways o f  w hich 
he i s  n o t c o n s c io u s ly  aw are.
38.
A ct I I I
A c t I I I  i s  a k in d  o f  h a l l  o f  m ir r o r s ,  in  which th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  *
each o f  th e  m a jo r p e rfo rm e rs  is ~ b e ld  up f o r  in s p e c t io n .  F o r when n o t
exam in ing  h im s e lf j  each i s  sp y in g  on someone e ls e .  Thus in  th e  f i r s t
scene, P o lo n iu s  and th e  K ing dec ide  to  be ’’ la w fu l e s p ia ls ”  w h ile  O p h e lia
engages Ham let in  c o n v e rs a t io n : '
P o lo n iu s . O p h e lia , w alk you h e re . -  G ra c io u s , so p le a se  you,
We w i l l  bestow o u rs e lv e s . -  Read on t h is  book;
That show o f  such.an  e x e rc is e  may c o lo u r  
Your l o n e l i n e s s . -  W e.are o f t  to  blame in  t h i s :
’ T is  to o  much p ro v ’ d , th a t  w ith  d e v o t io n ’ s v isa g e  
And p io u s  a c t io n  we do sugar o ’ e r 
The d e v i l  h im s e lf .
K in g . ( A s id e ) 0 , ’ t i s  to o  t r u e !
How sm art, a la s h  th a t  speech do th  g iv e  my co n sc ie n ce !
The h a r lo t 's  cheek, b e a u tie d  w ith  p la s t ' r i n g  a r t ,
I s  n o t more u g ly  to  th e  th in g  th a t  h e lp s  i t
Than i s  my deed to  my most p a in te d  word. (4 4 )
E v id e n t ly  Ham let i s  h o t th e  o n ly  c h a ra c te r  who i s  g u i l t y  o f  m auvaise f o i .
Indeed , as we s h a l l  see more c le a r ly  l a t e r ,  Ham let and C la u d iu s  a re  in  a
deep sense each o th e r ’ s co nsc ien ce s . Each seeks to  d e s tro y  th e  o th e r ,
because each sees in  th e  o th e r  a judge  o f  h is  own d u p l i c i t y .
E n te r H am le t:
To be, o r n o t to  be -  th a t  i s  th e  q u e s tio n :
W hether ' t i s  n o b le r  in  th e  mind to  s u f fe r  
The s l in g s  and a rrow s o f  ou trageous  fo r tu n e ,
/O r  to  ta k e  arms a g a in s t a sea o f  t r o u b le s ,
And by opposing  end them? To d ie ,  to  s le e p :
No more; and by a s le e p  to  say we end
The h e a rt-a c h e  and th e  thousand n a tu ra l shocks.
That f le s h  i s  h e i r  t o .  'T is  a consummation 
D e vo u tly  to  be w is h 'd .  To d ie ,  to  s le e p ;
To s le e p , perchance to  dream. Ay, th e r e 's  th e  ru b ;
For in  th a t  s le e p  o f  death  what dreams may come,
When we have s h u f f le d  o f f  t h i s  m o rta l c o i l ,
Must g iv e  us p a u s e .. .  (5 6 )
T h is ,  as w e ll  as be ing  th e  most famous s o l i lo q u y  in  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i s
perhaps th e  best-know n example o f  man th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  in  a c t io n .
I  say 'a c t io n '  because p s y c h o lo g is in g  i s  indeed  a form  o f  a c t io n  in  th e
w id e r sense o f  th e  word -  a lth o u g h , o f  course  i t  i s  th e  seeming o p p o s it io n
between th o u g h t and a c t io n  ( in  th e  na rrow er sense) w hich i s  th e  c e n tre
o f H a m le t's  conce rn :
Thus consc ience  do th  make cowards o f  us a l l ;
And th u s  th e  n a t iv e  hue o f  re s o lu t io n
I s ' s ic k l ie d  o 'e r  w ith  th e  p a le  c a s t o f  th o u g h t,
And e n te rp r is e s  o f  g re a t p i t h  and moment 
W ith  t h i s  re g a rd  t h e i r  c u r re n ts  tu r n  aw ry,
And lo s e  th e  name o f  a c t io n .  (8 3 )
But 'c o n s c ie n c e 1 a ls o  i s  an ambiguous w ord. The im m ed ia te  c o n te x t
would suggest 'c o n s c io u s n e s s ' as i t s  e q u iv a le n t  -  th e  consc iousness  o f
what l i e s  beh ind  th e  'n o t  to  be ' p o le  o f  H a m le t's  i n i t i a l  c o n s tru c t  -
The u n d is c o v e r 'd  c o u n try ,  from  whose bourn 
No t r a v e l le r  re tu r n s .  (7 9 )
But th e  consc iousness which l i e s  in  " th e  dread o f  som eth ing  a f t e r  d e a th "
has i t s  ro o ts  in  th e  consc iousness o f  a g u i l t y  co n sc ie n ce . Ham let i s
in h ib i t e d  from  a c t in g ,  n o t because he th in k s  to o  much, b u t because h is
th in k in g  has n o t y e t unea rthed  th e  ro o t  cause o f  h is  m a la ise  -  h is  g u i l t y
consc ience  w ith  re g a rd  to  h is  fe e l in g s  f o r ,  and b e h a v io u r to w a rd s , h is
m o the r. Thus th e  ' t o  be o r n o t to  be ' s o li lo q u y . ,  under th e  g u is e  o f  a
se a rch in g  s e l f - a n a ly s is ,  in  f a c t  ta ke s  Ham let f u r t h e r  from  a t r u e
knowledge o f  h im s e lf .
A t t h i s  moment O ph e lia  e n te rs  -
Nymph, in  th y  o r is o n s  
Be a l l  my s in s  rem em ber'd. . (8 9 )
The c o n tra s t  between he r innocence  and h is  da rk  s e c re t makes him
co u rte o u s  and re s p e c t fu l  a t  f i r s t .  But then  h is  mood changes:
H a m le t. Ha, ha! Are you honest?
V O p h e lia . f ly  lo rd ?
H a m le t. Are you fa i- r?
O p h e lia . What means y o u r . lo rd s h ip ?
H a m le t. T ha t i f  you be honest and f a i r ,  you r hones ty
shou ld  adm it no d is c o u rs e  to  you r b e a u ty .
O p h e lia . Could b e a u ty , my lo r d ,  have b e t te r  commerce 
than  w ith  honesty?
H a m le t. Ay, t r u l y ;  f o r  th e  power o f  beau ty  w i l l  sooner
tra n s fo rm  hones ty  from  what i t  i s  to  a bawd tha n  th e  fo rc e  
o f  honesty  can t r a n s la te  beauty in t o  i t s '  l ik e n e s s .  T h is  
was sometime a pa radox, b u t now th e  tim e  g iv e s  i t  p ro o f .
I  d id  lo v e  you once.
O p h e lia . Indeed , my lo r d ,  you made me b e lie v e  so .
H a m le t. You shou ld  n o t have b e l ie v 'd  me; f o r  v i r t u e
cannot so in o c u la te  ou r o ld  s to c k  b u t we s h a l l  r e l i s h
o f i t .  I  lo v e d  you n o t .
O p h e lia . I  was th e  more d e ce ive d .
H a m le t. , Get thee  to  a nunnery. Why w o u ld s t th o u  be a 
b reede r o f  s in n e rs ?  I  am m y s e lf in d i f f e r e n t  h o n e s t, 
b u t y e t I  co u ld  accuse me o f  such th in g s  th a t  i t  were 
b e t te r  my m other had n o t borne me : I  am v e ry  p ro ud , 
re v e n g e fu l,  a m b it io u s ; w ith  more o ffe n c e s  a t  my beck 
than  I  have th o u g h ts  to  p u t them in ,  im a g in a t io n  to
g iv e  ,them shape, o r tim e  to  a c t them in .  What sh ou ld
such fe l lo w s  as I  do c ra w lin g  between e a r th  and heaven?
We a re  a r ra n t  knaves, a l l ;  b e l ie v e  none o f  u s . Go th y  
ways to  a nunnery . (103)
What a re  we to  make o f  t h i s  o u tb u rs t?  One p o s s ib i l i t y ,  p u t fo rw a rd  by
Dover W ilson  (1 9 5 9 ), i s  th a t  in  th e  la s t  a c t Hamlet ove rhea rd  th e  p lo t
to  spy on him u s in g  O ph e lia  as a decoy ( I I ,  2 , 1 5 8 -8 5 ). T h is  would
e x p la in  h is  n e x t w ords:
H a m le t. W here 's yo u r fa th e r?
O p h e lia . A t home, my lo r d .
H am le t. L e t th e  doors be sh u t on h im , th a t  he p la y  th e
fo o l  nowhere b u t i n 's  own house. (130)
However, i t  f a i l s  to  e x p la in  th e  l i n k  between H a m le t's  tre a tm e n t o f
O p h e lia  and h is  d e n ig ra t io n  o f  h im s e lf  -  she i s  c a l le d  a whore because
he i s  an " a r r a n t  kn ave ".
liie may perhaps g a in  some f u r t h e r  in s ig h t  in t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n  by 
com paring th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  Hamlet and O ph e lia  w ith  tho se  o f  two 
o th e r  coup les  -  one f i c t i o n a l  and th e  o th e r  r e a l .  The f i r s t  i s  take n  
from  A lexander S o lz h e n its y n 1s n o ve l Cancer Ward (1968)« in  w h ich  an 
e x - p o l i t i c a l  p r is o n e r ,  O leg, f a l l s  in  lo v e  w ith  th e  d o c to r  who has 
been t r e a t in g  him f o r  ca n ce r. D ischa rged  from  h o s p i t a l ,  he d ec ide s  to  
ta k e  up he r i n v i t a t i o n  to  v i s i t  he r a t  he r f l a t ;  b u t when he a r r iv e s  
th e re ,  she i s  n o t in ;  and he e v e n tu a lly  dec ide s  to  b reak o f f  th e  
r e la t io n s h ip .  As he e x p la in s  in  a l e t t e r :
’ You see, Vega, i f  I ' d  found you in ,  som eth ing  fa ls e  
and fo rc e d  m ig h t have s ta r te d  between us . I  went f o r  a 
w a lk a fte rw a rd s , and re a l is e d  i t  was a good th in g  I  h a d n 't  
found you in .  E v e ry th in g  th a t  you and I  to rm en ted  
o u rs e lv e s  w ith  a t le a s t  had a name and can be p u t in t o  
w ords. But what was about to  beg in  between us was some­
th in g  we co u ld  never have confessed  to  anyone. You and I ,  
and between us t h i s  t h in g : t h i s  s o r t  o f  g re y , d e c re p it  y e t 
e v e r-g ro w in g  s e r p e n t . ( p .  614)
"T h is  th in g "  i s  th e  knowledge o f  an e v i l  so h o r r i f i c  th a t  i t  d e s tro y s
th e  l i v e s  n o t o n ly  o f  those  who e xp e rie n ce  i t  d i r e c t l y  b u t a ls o  o f  a l l
tho se  who a re  a t a l l  c lo s e ly  connected w ith  them . S o lz h e n its y n
d e s c r ib e d  i t  in  an e a r l ie r  s h o r t  s to r y ,  a ls o  s e t in  a cance r w ard:
■My h e a r t  was b u rs t in g  w ith  p i t y  f o r  someone : 
i t  m ig h t have been f o r  m y s e lf and my c o n te m p o ra r ie s , 
fro z e n  to  death near Demiansk, b u rn t a l iv e  i n  A u s c h w itz , 
h a r r ie d  to  e xh a u s tio n  in  D jezkazgan o r d y in g  in  th e  
wastes o f  S ib e r ia ,  because these  g i r l s  co u ld  never 
be long  to  us . Or i t  m ig h t have been f o r  th e se  g i r ls . ,  
because o f  th e  th in g s  I  co u ld  never t e l l  them and w h ich  
th e y  would never f in d  o u t .  (1970, p . 147)
H am le t, l i k e  O leg, cannot t e l l  h is  g i r l  what he has d is c o v e re d ; f o r  t h a t
would in v o lv e  he r in  h is  f a l l .  M oreover, he r p resence would be an
o b s ta c le  in  th e  way o f  h is  p la n  to  k i l l  C la u d iu s  -  w hich makes h is
s i t u a t io n  s im i la r  to  th a t o f  a n o th e r, r e a l - l i f e  Danish p r in c e  and
p h ilo s o p h e r ,  Sttren K ie rk e g a a rd , who "broke o f f  h is  engagement w ith  Regine
O lsen in  o rd e r to  c o n c e n tra te  on h is  a t ta c k  on th e  e s ta b lis h e d  C hurch.
However, as De Rougemont (1961) says , *
In  a l l -  fa i r n e s s ,  one shou ld  p o in t  to  a p ro fo u nd  
d if fe r e n c e  between K ie rke g a a rd  and Hamlet here  : 
th e  fo rm e r d id  e v e ry th in g  to  see th a t  Regine d id  n o t
s u f f e r ,  he wanted to  ta ke  th e  whole drama on to  h is
own s h o u ld e rs , and he th o u g h t th a t  he had succeeded, 
s in c e  he co u ld  w r i te ,  n o t w ith o u t some b it te r n e s s :
"She has chosen th e  w a i l in g ,  I  have ke p t th e  so rro w " 
w h ile  Ham let d r iv e s  O ph e lia  to  s u ic id e  and seems 
in d i f f e r e n t  to  he r f a t e .  (p . 98)
B ut we may e x p la in  t h i s  d if fe re n c e  on th e  h y p o th e s is  th a t  i t  i s  G e r tru d e ,
n o t O p h e lia , who i s  th e  r e a l o b s ta c le  to  H a m le t’ s d e s ig n s . F o r he
cannot k i l l  C la u d iu s  w ith o u t a ls o  wounding G e rtru d e  and expos ing  he r
b l in d  s e n s u a lity  -  which would make him f e e l  even more g u i l t y ,  lo v in g
h is  m other as he s t i l l ,  in  s p ite  o f  h im s e lf ,  does. O p h e lia  i s  ta r r e d
w ith  th e  same brush as G e rtru d e  because she be longs to  th a t  same sex
whose greed caused th e  f i r s t  man to  f a l l .  " F r a i l t y ,  th y  name is
woman!"
I t  i s  now O p h e lia ’ s tu r n  to  p s y c h o lo g is e :
0 , what a nob le  mind i s  here  o 'e r th ro w n !
The c o u r t i e r 's ,  s o ld ie r 's ,  s c h o la r 's ,  eye, ton g ue , sw ord ;
The expectancy and rose  o f  th e  f a i r  s ta te ,
The g la s s  o f  fa s h io n  and th e  mould o f  fo rm ,
T h ' o b s e rv 'd  o f  a l l  o b se rve rs  -  q u i te ,  q u i te  down!
And I ,  o f  la d ie s  most d e je c t  and w re tch ed , V
That s u c k 'd  th e  honey o f  h is  m usic vows,
Now see th a t  nob le  and most s o ve re ig n ' reason ,
L ik e  sweet b e l ls  ja n g le d ,  o u t o f  t im e  and h a rsh ;
That unm atch1d form  and fe a tu re  o f  blown youth  
B la s te d  w ith  e c s ta s y . (.150)
The ir o n y  i s  th a t  H a m le t's  "e c s ta s y "  w i l l  le a d  to  O p h e lia 's  own madness
and s u ic id e .
In  th e  n e x t scene, we see Ham let d e c la im in g  a g a in s t "e c s ta s y "  to  
th e  p la y e rs :
H am le t. . Speak th e  speech, I  p ray  you, as I  pronounced 
i t  to  you, t r ip p in g ly  on th e  tongue ; b u t i f  you mouth 
i t ,  as many o f  y o u r "p la y e rs  do, I  had as l i e f  th e  
to w n - c r ie r  spoke my l in e s .  Nor do n o t saw th e  a i r  to o  
much w ith  you r hand, th u s ; b u t use a l l  g e n t ly :  f o r  in  
th e  ve ry  t o r r e n t ,  tem pes t, and -  as I  may say -  
w h ir lw in d  o f  p a s s io n , you must a c q u ire  and beget a 
tem perance, th a t  may g iv e  i t  sm oothness. 0 ! i t  
o ffe n d s  me to  th e  s o u l to  hear a ro b u s t io u s  p e r iw ig -  
pa ted  fe l lo w  te a r  a p ass ion  to  t a t t e r s ,  t o  v e ry  ra g s , 
to  s p l i t  th e  ea rs  o f  th e  g ro u n d lin g s , who f o r  th e  
most p a r t  a re  capab le  o f  n o th in g  b u t in e x p l ic a b le  
dumb-shows and n o is e : I  would have such a f e l lo w  
whipped f o r  o 'e rd o in g  Term agant; i t  o u t-h e ro d s  H erod: 
p ray  you a v o id  i t .  ’ . ,
1 P la y e r . I  w a rra n t your honour.
H a m le t. Be n o t to o  tame n e i th e r ,  b u t l e t  you r own
d i s c r e t i o n  be y o u r  t u t o r .  S u i t  t h e . a c t i o n  t o  t h e  w o r d ,  
t h e  word t o  t h e  a c t i o n ;  w i t h  t h i s  s p e c i a l  o b s e r v a n c e ,  
t h a t  you o ' e r s t e p  n o t  t h e  m o d e s ty  o f  n a t u r e ;  f o r  
a n y t h i n g  so o ' e r d o n e  i s  f r o m  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  p l a y i n g ,  
whose e n d ,  b o t h  a t  t h e  f i r s t  and now,  was and i s  t o  
h o l d ,  as  ' t w e r e ,  t h e  m i r r o r  up t o  n a t u r e ;  t o  show 
v i r t u e  h e r  own f e a t u r e ,  s c o r n  h e r  own i m a g e ,  and th B  
v e r y  ag e  and body o f  t h e  t i m e  h i s  fo r m  and p r e s s u r e .
( I l l ,  2 , 1)
But Hamlet h im s e lf  does n o t " s u i t  th e  a c t io n  to  th e  w o rd "; f o r  th e  
tem perance which he preaches he i s  q u ite  unab le  to  p r a c t is e ;  which i s  
why he has such an a f fe c t io n  f o r  th e  tem pera te  H o ra t io :
. Dost thou  hear?
S ince my dear s o u l was m is tre s s  o f  h e r ch o ice  
And co u ld  o f  men d is t in g u is h  he r e le c t io n ,
Sh' ha th  s e a l 'd  thee  f o r  h e r s e l f ;  f o r  thou  h a s t been 
As one, in  s u f f ' . r in g  a l l ,  t h a t  s u f fe r s  n o th in g ;
A man th a t  F o r tu n e 's  b u f fe ts  and rew ards 
Hast ta 'e n  w ith  equa l th a n k s ; and b le s t  a re  those  
■ bJhose b lood  and judgem ent a re  so w e ll  com ingled  
That th e y  a re  n o t a p ip e  f o r  F o r tu n e 's  f in g e r  
To sound.w hat s top  she p le a s e . G ive me th a t  man 
That i s  n o t p a s s io n 's  s la v e , and I  w i l l  wear him 
In  my h e a r t  * s . c o re , ay , in  my h e a r t  o f  h e a r t ,
As I  do th e e . (6 0 )
The o n ly  way in  which Ham let can s a fe ly  g iv e r;v e n t to  h is  fe e l in g s  i s
in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  fe e l in g s  o f  o th e rs  -
th e  p la y 1s th e  th in g  
W herein I ' l l  c a tch  th e  consc ience  o f  th e  K in g . ( I I , 2 ,  600)
A gain  th a t  s l ip p e r y  word 'c o n s c ie n c e ' -  i s  Ham let t r y in g  to  appease h is
own consc ience  by c o n v ic t in g  C la u d iu s?  Our a n a ly s is  so fa r .  would be
c o n s is te n t  w ith  t h i s .  A t any r a te ,  " t h 1 o b s e rv 'd  o f  a l l  o b s e rv e rs "  i s
ta k in g  a p a r t i c u la r  in t e r e s t  in  o b s e rv a t io n . As he says to  H o ra t io :
There i s  a p la y  to - n ig h t  b e fo re  th e  K in g ;
One scene o f  i t  comes near th e  c ircu m s ta n ce  
Which I  have t o ld  thee  o f  my f a t h e r 's  d e a th .
I  p r i th e e ,  when thou  s e e 's t  th a t  a c t a fo o t ,
Even w ith  th e  v e ry  comment o f  th y  so u l 
Observe my u n c le . I f  h is  o c c u lte d  g u i l t  
Do n o t i t s e l f  unkenne l in  one speech,
I t  i s  a damned ghost th a t  we have seen,
And my im a g in a tio n s  a re  as fo u l
As. V u lc a n 's  s t i t h y .  ( i l l , 2 , 73)
But what a re  the se  " f o u l  im a g in a t io n s "?  Bones' (1949) p s y c h o a n a ly t ic
in t e r p r e t a t io n  would suggest t h a t ,  u n d e r ly in g  H a m le t's  im a g in a t io n  o f
what C la u d iu s  has in  f a c t  done, i s  h is  im a g in a t io n  o f  what he (H a m le t)
m ig h t s t i l l  do:
The lo n g  " re p re s s e d " d e s ire  to  ta ke  h is  f a t h e r 's  p la c e  
in  h is  m o th e r 's  a f f e c t io n  i s  s t im u la te d  to  unconsc ious  
a c t i v i t y  by th e  s ig h t  o f  someone u s u rp in g  t h i s  p la c e  
e x a c t ly  as he h im s e lf  had once longed  to  do . More, 
t h i s  someone was a member o f  th e  same fa m ily ,  so th a t  
th e  a c tu a l u s u rp a tio n  fu r t h e r  resem bled th e  im a g in a ry  
one in  be ing  in c e s tu o u s . . .  The c a l l  o f  d u ty  to  k i l l  
h is  s te p fa th e r  cannot be obeyed because i t  l in k s  
i t s e l f  w ith  th e  unconsc ious c a l l  o f  h is  n a tu re  to  k i l l  
h is  m o th e r 's  husband, w hether t h i s  i s  th e  f i r s t ' o r  th e  
second; th e  a b s o lu te  " re p re s s io n "  o f  th e  fo rm e r im p u lse  
in v o lv e s  th e  in n e r  p r o h ib i t io n  o f  th e  l a t t e r  a l s o . . .
I t  i s  h is  m ora l d u ty , to  which h is  fa th e r  e x h o rts  h im , 
to  p u t an end to  th e  in c e s tu o u s  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  h is  m other 
(by k i l l i n g  C la u d iu s ) ,  b u t h is  unconsc ious does n o t want 
to  p u t an end to  them (he be ing  id e n t i f ie d  w ith  C la u d iu s  
in  th e  s i t u a t io n ) ,  and so he ca n n o t. H is  la s h in g s  o f  
s e lf - re p ro a c h  and remorse a re  U lt im a te ly  because o f  t h i s  
ve ry  f a i l u r e ,  i . e .  th e  r e fu s a l o f  h is  g u i l t y  w ishes to  
undo th e  s in .  (p p . 9 3 -4 , 102)
We do n o t have to  agree w ith  3ones th a t  H a m le t18 fe e l in g s  f o r  h is  m other 
a re  o e d ip a l in  o rd e r to  accep t th a t  i t  i s  h is  lo v e  f o r  h e r w hich i s  
in h ib i t i n g  him from  k i l l i n g  h e r husband. H is  consc ience  resem bles * 
C la u d iu s 1, n o t in  hav ing  in c e s tu o u s  d e s ire s  f o r  G e rtru d e , b u t in  h av ing  
murderous ones a g a in s t a n o th e r member o f  th e  fa m ily .  These a re  th e  
" f o u l  im a g in a t io n s "  w h ich , w h ile  c le a r ly  to  be seen, and e a s i ly  to  be 
r e v i le d ,  in  C la u d iu s , a re  o n ly  w ith  d i f f i c u l t y  to  be judged in  h im s e lf ,  
s in c e  such a judgem ent would in v o lv e  f o r g e t t in g  th e  g h o s t 's  in ju n c t io n .
T h is  a n a ly s is  i s  co n firm e d  by th e  s h o r t  c o n v e rs a tio n  w h ich  Ham let
has w ith  P o lo n iu s  ju s t  b e fo re  th e  p la y  scene:
H a m le t. My lo r d ,  you p la y 'd  once i '  th *  u n iv e r s i t y ,
you say?
P o lo n iu s . That d id  I ,  my lo r d ,  and was accounted  a
good a c to r . .
H a m le t. What d id  you enact?
P o lo n iu s . I  d id  enac t 3 u l iu s  C aesar; I  was k i l l ' d  i *  th *
C a p ito l ;  B ru tu s  k i l l ' d  me.
H a m le t. I t  was a b ru te  p a r t  o f  him to  k i l l  so c a p i ta l
a c a l f  th e re .  ( i l l ,  2 , 96)
B ru tu s ' p a r t  co u ld  be compared w ith  bo th  C la u d iu s ' ( in  k i l l i n g  H a m le t 's
fa th e r )  and H a m le t's  ( in  k i l l i n g  C la u d iu s ) ;  b u t i t  i s  th e  d i la t o r y
Ham let who p a r t i c u la r l y  rem inds us o f  th e  hero  o f  S hakespea re 's  e a r l i e r
tra g e d y . For H a m le t's  s h r in k in g  from  th e  deed -
0 God, I  co u ld  be bounded in  a n u ts h e l l  and coun t 
m y s e lf a k in g  o f  i n f i n i t e  space, were i t  n o t th a t
1 have bad dreams ( I I ,  2 , 253)
- f i n d s  a ve ry  s im i la r  e x p re s s io n  in  3 u l iu s  C aesar:
S ince  C ass ius f i r s t  d id  whet me a g a in s t C aesar,
I  have n o t s le p t .
Between th e  a c t in g  o f  a d re a d fu l t h in g ,
And th e  f i r s t  m o tio n , a l l  th e  in te r im  i s
L ik e  a phantasma o r a h ideous dream.
The G enius and th e  m o rta l in s tru m e n ts  
Are th e n  in  c o u n c i l ;  and th e  s ta te  o f  man,
L ik e  to  a l i t t l e  kingdom , s u f fe r s  then
The n a tu re  o f  an in s u r r e c t io n .  ( I I ,  1 , 61)
The d if fe re n c e  i s  th a t  in  B ru tu s ' case th e  c o n f l i c t  i s  a r e la t i v e l y  
s im p le  one between d u ty  to  th e  s ta te  and lo y a l t y  to  a f r ie n d ,  whereas 
in  Ham let no reason i s  g ive n  why th e  hero  shou ld  n o t p roceed w ith  h is  ■
chosen c o u rse . And here  we see—a ls o  th e  d if fe re n c e  between a p la y  
h av ing  "p s y c h o lo g ic a l i n t e r e s t " ,  l i k e  J u liu s .C a e s a r , and a p la y  whose 
theme is^ p sych o lo g y , l i k e  Ham let : th e  one does n o t l in g e r  lo n g  on th e  
c o n f l i c t  in  th e  mind o f  i t s  h e ro , b u t p resses  on to  th e  c l im a c t ic  a c t io n  
w h ile  th e  o th e r  spends n e a r ly  th e  whole o f  i t s  le n g th  on th e  p e r io d  
between " f i r s t  m o tio n " and f i n a l  (a lm o s t c o in c id e n ta l)  e x e c u t io n , and 
on th e  h e ro 's  s t ru g g le  to  unde rs tand  h im s e lf  and h is  s i t u a t io n .
T u rn in g  now to  th e  p la y  scene* we f in d  a phrase in  th e  P la y e r 
K in g 's  speech which sums up H a m le t's  dilemma p e r fe c t ly :
Our w i l l s  and fa te s  do so c o n tra ry  run
T hat ou r d e v ice s  s t i l l  a re  o ve rth ro w n . ( i l l ,  2 , 206)
H a m le t's  w i l l  i s  th e  g h o s t 's  command : h is  f a te  i s  t h a t  he lo v e s  h is  
m o the r. The r e s u l t  i s  th a t  h is  "d e v ic e "  o f  k i l l i n g  C la u d iu s  never, 
reaches f r u i t i o n  -r he knows th a t  i t  would k i l l  h is  m other to o .  The
b e s t th a t  he can do i s  "b y  in d i r e c t io n "  to  h i t  h is  mark -  th a t  i s ,  by
a d ra m a tic  p re s e n ta t io n .
In  t h i s  a im , a t  le a s t ,  he succeeds:
O p h e lia . The K ing r is e s .
H am le t. What, f r ig h te d  w ith  f la s e  f i r e !
Queen. How fa re s  my lo rd ?
P o lo n iu s . G ive o 'e r  th e  p la y .
K in g . G ive me some l i g h t .  Away!
P o lo n iu s . L ig h ts ,  l i g h t s ,  l i g h t s !
( Exeunt a l l  b u t Hamlet and H o r a t io ) .  
H am le t. Why, l e t  th e  s tru c k e n  deer go weep,
The h a r t  u n g a lle d  p la y ;
Fo r some must w a tch , w h ile  some must s le e p ; 
Thus runs th e  w o rld  away. (259)
F a lse  f i r e  l i g h t s  up a fa ls e  k in g 's  murky s o u l -  and Ham let i s  d e l ig h te d .
He can, in  good co n sc ie n ce , goad a n o th e r 's  co n sc ie n ce . B ut w h ile  he does
t h a t ,  th e  w o rld  runs  away from  h im , and he f in d s  h im s e lf  u nab le  to  k i l l ’
" h is  s tru c k e n  d e e r" ;  " v
How m ig h t I  do i t  p a t ,  now 'a i s  a -p ra y in g ;
And now I ' l l  do i t  -  and so 'a  goes to  heaven,
And so am I  re v e n g 'd . T ha t would be s c a n n 'd :
A v i l l a i n  k i l l s  my fa th e r ;  and f o r  t h a t ,
I ,  h is  s o le  son, do t h i s  same v i l l a i n  send 
To heaven.
Why, t h i s  i s  h ir e  and s a la r y ,  n o t .revenge.
'A to o k  my fa th e r  g ro s s ly ,  f u l l  o f  b read ,
W ith  a l l  h is  c rim es broad b low n, as f lu s h  as May;
And how h is  a u d it  s tands  who knows save heaven?
But in  ou r c ircu m s ta n ce  and course, o f  th o u g h t 
'T is  heavy w ith  h im ; and am I  the n  re v e n g 'd  
To ta k e  him in  th e  p u rg in g  o f  h is  s o u l>
When he i s  f i t  and season 'd  f o r  h is  passage?
Ho.
Up, sw ord, and know thou  a more h o r r id  h e n t.
When he i s  d runk a s le e p , o r  in  h is  ra g e ;
Or in  t h '  in c e s tu o u s  p le a s u re  o f  h is  bed;
A t game, a -s w e a r in g , o r about some a c t
That has no r e l is h  o f  s a lv a t io n  in  ' t  -
Then t r i p  h im , th a t  h is  h e e ls  may k ic k  a t  heaven,
And th a t  h is  so u l may be as damn'd and b la c k  
As h e l l ,  w hereto  i t  goes. My m other s ta y s .
T h is  p h y s ic  b u t p ro lo n g s  th y  s ic k ly  days. ( I l l ,  3 , 73)
"The u n d is c o v e r 'd  c o u n try "  i s  s t i l l  h a u n tin g  h is  th o u g h ts , p ro v id in g
him w ith  m a te r ia l f o r  r a t io n a l is a t io n s  which seem p a r t i c u la r l y  r e p e l le n t
in  v iew  o f  C la u d iu s ' agon ised  c o n fe s s io n  ju s t  b e fo re :
0 , my o ffe n c e  i s  ra n k , i t  s m e lls  to  heaven;
I t  ha th  th e  p r im a l e ld e s t  cu rse  u p o n 't  -  
A b r o th e r 's  m urder! Pray can I  n o t ,
Though in c l in a t io n  be as sharp  as w i l l .
My s tro n g e r  g u i l t  d e fe a ts  my s tro n g  in t e n t ,
And, l i k e  a man to  doub le  bus iness  bound,
I  s tand  in  pause where I  s h a l l  f i r s t  b e g in ,
And bo th  n e g le c t . . .  ( i l l , 3 , 36)
Both th e  s im i la r i t y  and th e  d i f fe re n c e  between th e  two men i s  s t r i k i n g .
On th e  one hand, i f  Hamlet k i l l s  C la u d iu s , he to o  w i l l  be g u i l t y  o f
"a  b r o th e r 's  m u rd e r" ; and he a ls o ,  " s t r o n g e r  g u i l t "  d e fe a t in g  " s t ro n g  
in t e n t " ,  n e g le c ts  to  do th e  "d o u b le  b u s in e s s " to  which he i s  bound.
On th e  o th e r  hand, w h ile  C la u d iu s  i s  s t r u g g l in g  to  re p e n t,  Ham let i s  
q u ite  unaware o f  h is  g u i l t  -  th e  g h o s t 's  "remember me" has th o ro u g h ly  
deadened h im .
-Indeed, in  th e  n e x t scene we see " th e  s o u l o f  H ero" in s p i r in g
Ham let to  a most v io le n t  t o r r e n t  o f  abuse -  a l l  in  th e  name o f  m o ra l
and p s y c h o lo g ic a l t r u t h :
H a m le t. Come, come, and s i t  you down; you s h a l l  n o t budge 
You go n o t t i l l  I  s e t you up a g la s s  
Where you may see th e  inm os t p a r t  o f  y o u . . .  <
Queen. 0 H am le t, speak no more:
Thou t u r n * s t  mine eyes in t o  my ve ry  s o u l;
And th e re  I  see such b la c k  and g ra in e d  sp o ts  
As w i l l  n o t le a v e  t h e i r  t i n c t .
H a m le t. May, b u t to  l i v e
In  th e  rank  sweat o f  an enseamed bed,
S tew 'd  in  c o r r u p t io n , . honeying  and making lo v e
Over th e  n a s ty  s ty !  . ( i l l ,  4 , 18, 88)
The deeper cause o f  t h i s  perfo rm ance i s  th e  n e c e s s ity  f o r  H am let o f
su p p re ss in g  any t ra c e  o f  f i l i a l  ten d e rne ss  i f  he i s  to  k i l l  h is
m o th e r 's  husband:
Queen. Have you fo r g o t  me?
H am le t. No, by th e  ro o d , n o t so :
You a re  th e  Queen, you r husband 's  b r o th e r 's  w ife ;
And -  would i t  were n o t so ! -  you a re  my m o the r.
( I l l ,  4 , 14)
We remember h is  rem ark to  O p h e lia : " i t  were b e t te r  my m other had n o t 
borne me". I t  was h is  m other whom he was th in k in g  o f  a l l  a lo n g . F o r 
he fe e ls  h im s e lf  to  be c o rru p te d  by h e r debauchery; and h is  lo v e  f o r  
h e r o n ly  in c re a s e s  h is  d is g u s t  -  u n t i l  th e  ghost in t e r r u p t s  h im :
. H a m le t. Save me, and hove r o 'e r  me w ith  you r w in g s ,
You heaven ly  g u a rd s ! What would you r g ra c io u s  f ig u r e ?
Queen. A la s , h e 's  mad!
H a m le t. . Do you n o t come you r ta rd y  son to  c h id e ,
That, la p s 'd  in  t im e  and p a s s io n , le t s  go by 
The im p o r ta n t a c t in g  o f  you r dread command?
0 , say!
G ho s t. Do n o t f o r g e t ;  t h i s  V is i t a t io n
Is  b u t to  whet th y  a lm ost b lu n te d  pu rpose .
But lo o k ,  amazement on th y  m other s i t s .
0 , s te p  between h e r and he r f i g h t i n g •s o u l!
C o n ce it in  weakest bod ie s  s tro n g e s t w orks,
Speak to  h e r , H am le t.
H am le t. How i s  i t  w ith  you, la d y?
Queen. A la s , how i s ' t  w ith  you,
T hat you do bend you r eye on vacancy,
And w ith  th *  in c o rp o ra l a i r  do h o ld  d is c o u rs e ?  ( i l l ,  4 , 103)
Here we see t h a t ,  as in  h is  e a r l ie r  appearance, th e  g hos t re p re s e n ts
two h a rd ly  co m p a tib le  e lem ents in  H a m le t's  consc ience  : th e  c a l l in g  to
revenge h is  f a t h e r 's  d e a th , and th e  im pu lse  to  have mercy on h is  m o the r.
But whereas, in  th e  f i r s t  appearance, i t  was th e  fo rm e r e lem ent w hich
im pressed i t s e l f  on H am le t, now i t  i s  mercy th a t  p r e v a i ls ,  m aking him
much rrore g e n t le  in  h is  a d m o n itio n :
M o the r, f o r  lo v e  o f  g ra c e ,
Lay n o t th a t  f l a t t e r i n g  u n c t io n  to  you r s o u l,
That n o t yo u r tre s p a s s  b u t my madness speaks:
I t  w i l l  b u t s k in  and f i lm  th e  u lc e ro u s  p la c e ,
W h iles  rank  c o r ru p t io n ,  m in in g  a l l  w i th in ,
In fe c ts  unseen. Confess y o u r s e lf  to  heaven;
Repent w h a t's  p a s t;  a v o id  what i s  to  come;
And do n o t spread th e  compost on th e  weeds,
To make them ra n k e r .  F o rg iv e  me t h i s  my v i r t u e ;
For in  th e  fa tn e s s  o f  these  p u rsy  tim e s  
V ir tu e  i t s e l f  o f  v ic e  must pardon beg,
Yea, cu rb  and woo f o r  le a v e  to  do him good. (144)
F o r a b r ie f  moment, th e n , Hamlet i s  a b le  to  season ju s t ic e  w ith  mercy -
0 , ' t i s  most sweet 
When in  one l in e  two c r a f t s  d i r e c t l y  m eet. (209)
However, t h i s  r e s o lu t io n  i s  no more tha n  s u p e r f i c ia l ;  i t  o n ly  s k in s
and f i lm s  " th e  u lc e ro u s  p la c e "  w h ile  "ra n k  c o r ru p t io n "  -  h is  h a tre d
o f C la u d iu s  and co n tin u e d  d e s ire  f o r  revenge -  " in f e c t s  unseen".
A ct IV
A f te r . t h e  sound and fu r y  o f  a c t I I I ,  a c t IV  comes as a p o in t  o f  
r e la t iv e  repose -  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l a n a ly s is  i s  advanced by one o r 
two s ta g e s , and th e  s tage  s e t f o r  th e  f i n a l  denouncement o f  a c t V.
F i r s t  we see th e  tu s s le  ove r P o lo n iu s 1 body, w hich i s  fo l lo w e d  by
H a m le t's  e x i le  to  E ng land:
H a m le t. F o r E ng land I
K in o . Ay, H am le t.
H a m le t. . Good!
K in g . So i s  i t ,  i f  thou  k n e w 's t ou r pu rposes .
H a m le t. I  see a cherub th a t  sees them. B u t, come;
f o r  E ng land! F a re w e ll,  dear m other*
K in g . Thy lo v in g  fa th e r ,  H am le t.
H a m le t. My m o the r: fa th e r  and m other i s  man and w ife ;
man and w ife  i s  one f le s h ;  and so , my m o the r. Come, 
f o r  E ng land . ’ ( IV ,  3 , 46)
" I  see a cherub th a t  sees them" lo o k s  back to  " t h '  observed o f  a l l
o b s e rv e rs "  and th e  m u tua l sp y in g  th a t  went on in  a c t I I I ;  w h ile  "man
and w ife  i s  one f le s h "  lo o k s  back to  h is  e a r l ie r  d e c la r a t io n :
I  say we w i l l  have no more m a rr ia g e : those  th a t  a re  
m a rr ie d  a lre a d y , a l l  b u t.o n e , s h a l l  l i v e ;  th e  r e s t  
s h a l l  keep as th e y  a re . ( i l l ,  1 , 145)
The f a c t  i s ,  as he now r e a l is e s ,  one cannot harm one p a r tn e r  in  a
m a rria g e  bond w ith o u t a ls o  harm ing th e  o th e r .  Hamlet canno t k i l l
C la u d iu s  w ith o u t a ls o  d e s tro y in g  h is  m o the r; he cannot im p l ic a te  h e r in
he r husband 's  crim e  -
A b loody  deed! -  a lm ost as bad, good m o the r, •
As k i l l  a k in g  and m arry w ith  h is  b ro th e r  ( i l l ,  4 , 28)
-  w ith o u t condemning h e r to  th e  same pun ishm ent.
So th e  bonds o f  lo v e ,  bo th  f i l i a l  and m a r i t a l ,  a re  s t ro n g .  But
what o f  th e  bonds o f  honour, which e n jo in  revenge as a d u ty?  Ham let
i s  p on d e ring  on t h e i r  s t re n g th  as he watches F o r t in b ra s *  army:
H a m le t. Goes i t  a g a in s t th e  main o f  P o land , s i r ,
Or f o r  some f r o n t ie r ?
C a p ta in . T ru ly  to  speak, and w ith  no a d d it io n ,
We go to  g a in  a l i t t l e  pa tch  o f  ground 
That ha th  no p r o f i t  in  i t  b u t th e  name.
To pay f i v e  d u c a ts , f i v e ,  I  would n o t fa rm  i t ;
Nor w i l l  i t  y ie ld  to  Norway o r  th e  Pole  
A ra n k e r ra te  shou ld  i t  be s o ld  in  fe e .
H a m le t. Why, the n  th e  P o lack  never w i l l 'd e fe n d  i t .
C a p ta in . Yes, i t  i s  a lre a d y  g a r r is o n 'd .
H a m le t. Two thousand s o u ls  and tw e n ty  thousand d uca ts
W i l l  n o t debate th e  q u e s tio n  o f  t h i s  s tra w .
T h is  i s  t h '  inposthum e o f  much w e a lth  and peace 
That in w a rd  b re a ks , and shows no cause w ith o u t  
Why th e  man d ie s .  ( IV ,  4 , 15)
Ham let i s  d y in g  because th e  lo v e  o f  honour and revenge has underm ined
h is  peace. And y e t ,  as he now sees, t h i s  m o tive  can le a d  to  th e
d e s t ru c t io n  o f  whole a rm ies  and t r e a s u r ie s .  And f o r  what? F o r n o th in g
F or "a  l i t t l e  pa tch  o f  ground th a t  ha th  in  i t  no p r o f i t  b u t th e  name".
I t  i s  in  t h i s  q u e s t io n in g  mood th a t  he beg ins  th e  famous s o l i lo q u y
How a l l  occas ion s  do in fo rm  a g a in s t me, .
And spu r my d u l l  ravenge ! . .  ( IV ,  4 , 32).
F o r t in b r a s ' army rem inds him o f  th e  "h o n o u ra b le " course  o f  a c t io n .
But honour i s  n o t enough to  ta k e  th e  'd u l ln e s s ' from  revenge . Fo r
th e re  i s  som eth ing  r id ic u lo u s  in  th e  lo v e  o f  honour ta ke n  to  e x trem es ,
even i f  th e  courage th a t  goes w ith  i t  p u ts  H a m le t's  i n a c t i v i t y  to
shame:
Examples g ross  as e a r th  e x h o rt me:
W itness t h i s  army, o f  such mass and charge ,
Led by a d e l ic a te  and te n d e r p r in c e ,
Whose s p i r i t ,  w ith  d iv in e  a m b itio n  p u f f 'd ,
Makes mouths a t  th e  in v is ib le  e ve n t,
E xposing what i s  m o rta l and unsure 
To a l l  t h a t  fo r tu n e ,  d e a th , and danger d a re ,
Even f o r  an e g g -s h e ll .  R ig h t ly  to  be g re a t 
Is  n o t to  s t i r  w ith o u t g re a t argum ent,
But g r e a t ly  to  f in d  quar r e l  in  a s tra w ,
W hen.honour’ s a t  th e  s ta k e . How s tand  I ,  th e n ,
That have a fa th e r  k i l l ' d ,  a m other s t a in 'd ,
E xc item en ts  o f  my reason and my b lo o d ,
And l e t  a l l  s le e p , w h ile  to  my shame I  see 
The im m inent dea th  o f  tw e n ty  thousand men 
T h a t, f o r  a fa n ta s y  and t r i c k  o f  fame,
Go to  t h e i r  g raves l i k e  beds, f i g h t  f o r  a p lo t  
Whereon th e  numbers cannot t r y  th e  cause,
Which i s  n o t tomb enough and c o n t in e n t 
To h id e  th e  s la in ? .  (4 6 )
Ham let i s  here  on th e  verge o f  an im p o r ta n t in s ig h t  : nam ely, t h a t  as
he suspected  tow ards th e  end o f  a c t I I ,  th e  ghost i s  in  f a c t  a d e v i l ,
and th e  g o a l which he i s  u rg in g  him tow ards  "a  fa n ta s y  and t r i c k "  o f
h is  d iseased  im a g in a t io n .  But he q u ic k ly  suppresses th e  th o u g h t -
0 , from  t h i s  tim e  f o r t h ,
My th o u g h ts  be b lo o d y , o r be n o th in g  w o rth ! (6 5 )
A g h o s t 's  honour i s  w o rth  more to  him th a n  a m o th e r 's  lo v e .
The n e x t scene, in  w hich we see O ph e lia
D iv id e d  from  h e r s e lf  and he r f a i r  judgem ent ( IV ,  5 , 82) ■
shows us where H a m le t's  d iv id e d n e s s  w i l l  u l t im a te ly : le a d .  And h e r
s l i g h t l y  obscene mad-songs r e f le c t  H a m le t's  own o bsess ion  w ith  l u s t :
By G is and by S a in t C h a r ity ,
A la c k , and f i e  f o r  shame!
Young men w i l l  d o ' t ,  i f  th e y  come to  ' t ;
By Cock, th e y  a re  to  blam e.
Quoth she, b e fo re  you tum bled me,
You p ro m is 'd  me to  wed.
He answ ers:
'So would I  'a  done, by yonder sun,
An thou  h ad s t n o t come to  my b e d '.  (5 6 )
M oreover, h e r b r o th e r 's  h a rd ly  le s s  mad ve ng e fu ln e ss  shows us th e  t r u e
va lu e  o f  H a m le t 's :
K in g . But to  th e  q u ic k  o f  t h '  u lc e r :
Ham let comes back; what would you u nd e rtake  
To show y o u r s e lf  frr~deed you r f a t h e r 's  son 
More tha n  in  words?
L a e r te s . To c u t h is  th r o a t  i '  t h '  c h u rch .
K in g . No p la c e , in d e e d , shou ld  m urder s a n c tu a r is e ;
Revenge shou ld  have no bounds. ( IV ,  7 , 123)
Thus n o t o n ly  C la u d iu s  b u t a ls o  O p h e lia  and L a e rte s  se rve  " t o  h o ld ,
as 'tw e re ,  th e  m ir r o r  up to "  H a m le t's  n a tu re .
54.
A ct \l
A ct \J i s  w h o lly  concerned w ith  d e a th : in  th e  f i r s t  scene, s u ic id e  ' 
and b o d ily  c o r ru p t io n  a re  th e  main to p ic s  o f  co n ve rsa tio n ," w h ile  in  th e  
f i n a le ,  L a e r te s ,  C la u d iu s , G e rtru d e , and Hamlet h im s e lf  fo l lo w  P o lo n iu s , 
O p h e lia , R osencran tz  and G u ild e n s te rn  in  m eeting  w ith  v io le n t  d e a th s .
Of c o u rse , dea th  has never been f a r  from  th e  c e n tre  o f  a t t e n t io n .
In  th e  f i r s t  a c t ,  th e  appearance o f  th e  ghos t w ith  h is  s p in e - c h i l l in g
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  p u rg a to ry  , made th e  most p o w e rfu l im p re s s io n . In  a c t I I ,  
th e  c o n s is te n c y  o r  M e th o d ”  in  H a m le t's  madness c o n s is ts  in  h is  h a rp in g  
on th e  theme o f  d ea th :
P o lo n iu s . W i l l  you w a lk o u t o f  th e  a i r ,  my lo rd ?
H a m le t. In to  my grave?
P o lo n iu s . Indeed , t h a t 's  o u t o f  th e  a i r . . .  My lo r d ,
I  ta k e  my le a v e .o f  you.
, H a m le t. You ca nn o t, s i r ,  ta k e  from  me a n y th in g  t h a t  
I  w i l l  more w i l l i n g l y  p a r t  w i th a l  -  e xcep t my l i f e ,  
excep t my l i f e ,  excep t my l i f e .  ( I I ,  2 , 205, 213)
In  a c t I I I ,  th e  'n o t  to  be ' p o le  o f  H a m le t's  famous s o l i lo q u y  i s
e la b o ra te d  m a in ly  in  te rm s o f  th e  l i f e  a f t e r  d e a th . The same in  a c t IV :
K in g . Where i s  P o lo n iu s?
H a m le t. In  heaven; send t h i t h e r  to  see; i f  you r
messenger f in d s  him n o t th e re ,  seek him i '  th *  
o th e r  p la c e  y o u r s e lf .  (IV /, 3 , 3 2 )
But th e  c lim a x  o f  t h i s  l in e  o f  m e d ita t io n  i s  th e  g ra veya rd  scene in
a c t V:
H am le t. To what base uses we may r e tu r n ,  H o ra t io !
Why may n o t im a g in a t io n  t ra c e  th e  n ob le  d u s t o f  
A lexander t i l l  'a  f in d  i t  s to p p in g  a bung -ho le?
H o ra t io . 'Tw ere to  c o n s id e r to o  c u r io u s ly  to  c o n s id e r 
so .
H a m le t. l\!o, f a i t h ,  n o t a j o t ;  b u t to  fo l lo w  him
t h i t h e r  w ith  modesty enough, and l ik e l ih o o d  to  le a d  
i t ,  as th u s :  A lexande r d ie d , A lexander was b u r ie d ,  
A lexander re tu rn e th  t o  d u s t;  th e  d us t i s  e a r th ;  o f  
e a r th  we make loam ; and why o f th a t  loam w here to  he 
was co nve rte d  might__they not' s top  a b e e r -b a r re l?  
Im p e rio us  C aesar, dead and t u r n 'd  to  c la y ,
M igh t s top  a h o le  to  keep th e  w ind away.
0 , th a t  th e  e a r th  w hich ke p t th e  w o rld  in  awe 
Should pa tch  a w a ll  t ' e xp e l th e  w in te r 's  f la w !
(V , 1 , 197)
These m e lancho ly  th o u g h ts  a re  in te r r u p te d  by O p h e lia 's  fu n e ra l
p ro c e s s io n , and by L a e r te s ' vehement p r o te s ta t io n  o f  h is  lo v e  f o r  h e r -
which goads th e  l i s t l e s s  Ham let in t o  a c t io n :
H a m le t. 'Swounds, show me what th 'o w t  do:
W oo 't weep, w o o 't f i g h t ,  w o o 't  f a s t ,  w o o 't te a r  t h y s e l f ,  
W oo 't d r in k  up e is e l ,  e a t a c ro c o d ile ?
I ' l l  d o ' t .  Dost come here  to  whine?
To o u tfa c e  me w ith  le a p in g  in  he r g rave -  
Be b u r ie d  q u ic k  w ith  h e r ,  and so w i l l  I ;
And, i f  thou  p ra te  o f  m ou n ta in s , l e t  them th ro w
M i l l io n s  o f  ac res  on us , t i l l  o u r g round ,
S in g e in g  h is  pa te  a g a in s t th e  b u rn in g  zone,
Make Ossa l i k e  a w a r t !  Nay, an t h o u ' I t  m outh,
I *11 ra n t  as w e ll  as th o u .
Queen. T h is  i s  mere madness,
And th u s  a w h ile  th e  f i t  w i l l  work on h im ;
Anon, as p a t ie n t  as th e  fem ale  dove
When th a t  h e r go lden  c o u p le ts  a re  d is c lo s 'd ,
H is  s i le n c e  w i l l  s i t  d ro o p in g . ( V/, 1 , 268
The Queen i s  r ig h t  : H a m le t's  words a re  mere h y s te r ia ,  s p r in g in g  from
no g re a t depth  o f  f e e l in g .  Fo r T hana tos , n o t E ro s , i s  now th e  dom inant
power in  h is  l i f e .
And t h i s  in d uce s  a marked change in  h is  b e h a v io u r d u r in g  th e  f i n a l  
scene -  he becomes f a t a l i s t i c :
l e t  us know,
Our in d is c r e t io n  sometime se rves  us w e l l ,
lilhen ou r deep p lo ts  do p a l l ;  and th a t  shou ld  le a rn  us
T h e re 's  a d i v i n i t y  th a t  shapes ou r ends,
Rough-hew them how we w i l l .  (V , 2 , 7 )
Chance i s  h is  d i v i n i t y  now -  ’'b e l ie f  in  p u re , b l in d  lu c k  can p ro te c t
th e  in d iv id u a l  from  th e  rem orse o f  knowing th a t  som eth ing  c o u ld  and
shou ld  have been done”  (G offm an, 1 96 7 ). Not th a t  he has abandoned h is  ?
p la n  -  he has s im p ly  become m ore-detached about i t :
H o r a t io . Why, what a k in g  i s  t h i s !
H a m le t. Does i t  n o t ,  th in k  th e e , s tand  me now upon -  
He th a t  ha th  k i l l ’ d my k in g  and w ho r’ d my m o the r;
Popp’ d in  between t h '  e le c t io n  and my hopes;
Thrown o u t h is  ang le  f o r  my p ro p e r l i f e ,
And w ith  such coz 'nage  -  . i s ' t  n o t p e r fe c t  consc ience  
To q u i t  him w ith  t h i s  arm? And i s ’ t  n o t to  be damn’ d 
To l e t  t h i s  canker o f  ou r n a tu re  come 
In  f u r t h e r  e v i l?  (6 2 )
And y e t such words as "c o n s c ie n c e " and "dam n 'd ”  c a r ry  le s s  w e ig h t now.
F or Ham let i s  g ra d u a lly ,  as i t  m ig h t seem, w ith d ra w in g  h im s e lf  from
t h i s  w o rld  and i t s  p a s s io n s . "To d ie ,  to  s le e p "  -  he asks f o r  no m ore;
so th a t  when L a e rte s  c h a lle n g e s  him to  a d u e l,  he sh rugs o f f  H o r a t io 's
c a u tio n  w ith  f a t a l i s t i c  ca lm :
Not a w h it ,  we d e fy  augury : t h e r e 's  a s p e c ia l 
. p ro v id e n ce  in  th e  f a l l  o f  a spa rrow . I f  i t  be now,
' t i s  n o t to  come; i f  i t  be n o t to  come, i t  w i l l  be now; 
i f  i t  be n o t.n o w , y e t i t  w i l l  come -  th e  re a d in e s s  i s  a l l .  
S ince  no man knows o f  augh t he le a v e s , what i s ' t  to  le a v e  
betim es? L e t be. (211)
H a m le t's  a t t i t u d e  i s :  ' i f  I  d ie  now, I ' l l  l i v e  la t e r  : i f  I  l i v e  now,
I ' l l  d ie  l a t e r .  L e t b e . ' I t  i s  th e  a t t i t u d e  o f  a s u ic id e ,  a way o f
d e m o n s tra tin g  h is  power in  th e  fa ce  o f  repea ted  d e m o n s tra tio n s  o f  h is
im po tence . Fo r th e  a l te r n a t iv e s  have been s p e c if ie d  w ith  one hundred
p e r ce n t c e r ta in t y  -  Chance, th e  u n p re d ic ta b le ,  has been re d e f in e d  so
as to  make i t  p re d ic ta b le .  Thus "Chance l i e s  in  th e  a t t i t u d e  o f  th e
in d iv id u a l  h im s e lf  -  h is  c re a t iv e  c a p a c ity  to  re d e f in e  th e  w o rld  around
him in t o  i t s  d e c is io n a l p o t e n t i a l i t i e s " .  (G offm an, 1967)
Schism in  th e  Soul
UJe may summarise th e  p re ce d in g  a n a ly s is  by v ie w in g  i t  in  th e  
l i g h t  o f  A rn o ld  Toynbee 's  (1947) th e s is  on th e  h i s t o r i c a l  phenomenon 
w hich he c a l ls  's ch ism  in  th e  s o u l* :
Schism in  th e  s o u ls  o f  members o f  a d is in te g r a t in g  
s o c ie ty  d is p la y s  i t s e l f  in  a v a r ie ty  o f  shapes because 
i t  a r is e s  in  e ve ry  one o f  th e  v a r io u s  ways o f  b e h a v io u r, 
fe e l in g  and l i f e  which we have found to  be c h a r a c te r is t ic  : 
o f  th e  a c t io n  o f  human be ings  who p la y  t h e i r  p a r t  in  th e  
geneses and g row ths o f  c i v i l i s a t i o n s .  In  th e  d is in te g r a t io n  
phase each o f  these  s in g le  l in e s  o f  a c t io n  i s  a p t . t o  s p l i t  
in to  a p a i r  o f  m u tu a lly  a n t i t h e t ic a l  and a n t ip a th e t ic  v a r i ­
a t io n s  o r s u b s t i tu te s ,  in  w hich th e  response to  a 
c h a lle n g e  i s  p o la r is e d  in t o  two a l te r n a t iv e s  -  one p a s s iv e  
and th e  o th e r  a c t iv e ,  b u t n e i th e r  o f  them c r e a t iv e .  A 
ch o ice  between th e  a c t iv e  and th e  p a ss ive  o p t io n  i s  th e  
o n ly  freedom  th a t  i s  l e f t  to  a s o u l which hgs lo s t  th e  
o p p o r tu n ity  (though  n o t,  o f  c o u rse , th e  c a p a c ity )  f o r  
c re a t iv e  a c t io n  th ro u g h  be ing  c a s t f o r  a p a r t  in  th e  
tra g e d y  o f  s o c ia l  d is in te g r a t io n .  As th e  p rocess  o f  
d is in te g r a t io n  works i t s e l f  o u t ,  th e  a l t e r n a t iv e  ch o ic e s  
tend  to  become more r i g id  in  t h e i r  l im i t a t io n s ,  more 
extrem e in  t h e i r  d ive rg e n ce  and more momentous in  t h e i r  
consequences. That i s  to  say , th e  s p i r i t u a l  e x p e rie n ce  
o f  schism  in  th e  s o u l i s  a dynamic movement, n o t a 
s t a t i c  s i t u a t io n ,  (p .  429)
, Now i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  see Ham let as a s tu d y  o f  " th e  s p i r i t u a l  
e xp e rie n ce  o f  schism  in  th e  s o u l"  r e s u l t in g  from  an i n i t i a l  sch ism  in  
th e  body s o c ia l  ( " th e r e  i s  som eth ing r o t te n  in  th e  s ta te  o f  D enm ark"), 
hav ing  as i t s  c e n t re -p o in t  a ch o ice  between "tw o  a l t e r n a t iv e s  -  one 
p a ss ive  and th e  o th e r  a c t iv e "  ( " t o  be o r  n o t to  be -  t h a t  i s  th e  
q u e s t io n " ) ,  and c u lm in a tin g  in  a t o t a l  in c a p a c ity  f o r  any k in d  o f  
c re a t iv e  a c t io n  ( " L e t  b e " ) .
Toynbee c o n tin u e s :
To b eg in  w ith ,  th e re  a re  two- ways o f  p e rs o n a l 
b e h a v io u r w h ich  a re  a l t e r n a t iv e  s u b s t i tu te s  f o r  th e  
e x e rc is e  o f  th e  c re a t iv e  f a c u l t y .  Both o f  them a re  
a tte m p ts  a t  s e lf -e x p re s s io n . .  The p a ss ive  a tte m p t 
c o n s is ts  in  an abandoh- ^ ^ ^ / ^ '  ) in  which th e  s o u l 
1le t s  i t s e l f  g o 1 in  th e  b e l ie f  t h a t ,  by g iv in g  r e in  
to  i t s  own spontaneous a p p e t ite s  and a v e rs io n s , i t  
w i l l  be ' l i v i n g  a c c o rd in g  to. n a tu re 1 and w i l l  
a u to m a t ic a l ly  re c e iv e  back from  th a t  m y s te rio u s  
goddess th e  p re c io u s  g i f t  o f  c r e a t i v i t y  w hich i t  has 
been co nsc iou s  o f  lo s in g .  The a c t iv e  a l t e r n a t iv e  i s  
an e f f o r t  a t  s e l f - c o n t r o l  (£ yK[&ru <£) in  which th e  
s o u l 'ta k e s  i t s e l f  in  hand* and seeks to  d is c ip l in e  
i t s  'n a tu r a l  p a s s io n s ' in  th e  o p p o s ite  b e l ie f  th a t  
n a tu re  i s  th e  bane o f  c r e a t i v i t y  and n o t i t s  source  . 
and th a t  to  'g a in  th e  m aste ry  ove r n a tu re ’ i s  th e  
o n ly  way o f  re c o v e r in g  th e  lo s t  " c re a t iv e  f a c u l t y ,  ( p . 429)
Now th e  p o la r i t y  between abandon and s e l f - c o n t r o l  i s  one o f  th e
le i t - m o t iv e n  o f  H a m le t. Abandon ( in  a re s t ra in e d  k in d  o f  way) i s  to
be seen in  th e  fre q u e n t bawdiness o f  H a m le t's  w i t :
H a m le t. Lady, s h a l i  I  l i e  in  you r la p ?
( L y in g  down a t  O p h e lia 's  f e e t ) .
O p h e lia . No, my lo r d .
H a m le t. I  mean, my head upon you r la p ?
O p h e lia . Ay, my l o r d . .
H a m le t. Do you th in k  I  meant c o u n try  m a tte rs ?
O p h e lia . I  t h in k  n o th in g , my lo r d .
Hamlet". T h a t 's  a f a i r  th o u g h t to  l i e  between m a id s ' le g s .
O p h e lia . What i s ,  my lo rd ?
H a m le t. N o th in g . ( I l l ,  2 , 108)
On th e  o th e r  hand, we see L a e rte s  ( r a th e r  s e n te n t io u s ly )  u rg in g  h is
s is t e r  to  s e l f - c o n t r o l :
Then weigh what lo s s  you r honour may s u s ta in ,
I f  w ith  to o  c re d e n t ea r you l i s t  h is  songs,
Or lo s e  you r h e a rt., o r you r chas te  t re a s u re  open 
To h is  unmast * red  im p o r tu n ity .
Fear i t ,  O p h e lia , fe a r  i t ,  my dear s is t e r ;
And keep you in  th e  re a r  o f  you r a f f e c t io n ,
Out o f  th e  sh o t and danger o f  d e s ire .
The c h a r ie s t  maid i s  p ro d ig a l enough .
I f  she unmask Iper beau ty  to  th e  moon. ( I ,  3 , 29)
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Ham let has th e  same concern  in  r e la t io n  to  h is  m o ther:
R e fra in  t o - n ig h t ;
And th a t  s h a l l  le n d  a k in d  o f  e as iness  
To th e  n ex t a b s tin e n c e ; th e  n ex t more easy;
F o r use a lm o s t can change th e  stamp o f  n a tu re ,
And e i t h e r  cu rb  th e  d e v i l ,  o r  th ro w  him o u t,
W ith  wondrous p o te n cy . ( i l l ,  4 , 165)
Toynbee’ s second p o la r i t y  i s  between tru a n c y  and matyrdom:
The tru a n c y  o f  mere cow ard ice  and th e  m a rty rd o m .o f pure  
courage a re  n o t ou r conce rn . The t r u a n t  s o u l o f  which 
we a re  in  search  i s  a s o u l whose tru a n c y  i s  in s p ire d  by 
a genu ine fe e l in g  th a t  th e  cause w hich i t  se rve s  i s  n o t 
r e a l l y  w o rth  th e  s e rv ic e  th a t  t h i s  cause demands o f  i t .  
S im i la r ly  th e  m a rty r  s o u l o f  which we a re  in  search  i s  
th e  s o u l which goes to  m artyrdom  n o t m ere ly  o r m a in ly  
to  re n d e r p r a c t ic a l  s e rv ic e  to  th e  fu r th e ra n c e  o f  th a t  
cause b u t ra th e r  to  s a t i s f y  a c ra v in g  o f  th e  s o u l i t s e l f  
f o r  d e liv e ra n c e  from
th e  heavy and th e  weary w e ig h t 
Of a l l  t h i s  u n i n t e l l i g i b le  w o r ld .
Such a m a r ty r ,  nob le  as he may be, i s  p s y c h o lo g ic a l ly  
more than  h a l f  a s u ic id e .  He i s ,  in  modern ja rg o n , an 
e s c a p is t ,  as i s  a ls o  o f  course ou r t r u a n t  an e s c a p is t  
o f  a more ig n o b le  v a r ie t y ,  (p p . 441 -2 )
t h i s  d e s c r ip t io n  f i t s  Ham let p e r fe c t ly .  He fe e ls  th a t  th e  cause he
i s  s e rv in g  -  th e  aveng ing  o f  h is  f a t h e r 's  death  -  i s  n o t r e a l l y  w o rth
th e  angu ish  w hich i t  b r in g s  h im . M oreover, he sees th ro u g h  th e
h o llow ne ss  o f  th e  id e a ls  f o r  which F o r t in b ra s  and h is  k in d  f i g h t .  And
y e t he a ls o  has th e  s u ic id e 's  v o c a t io n ;  he canno t re c o n c ile  h im s e lf  w ith
th e  "w e a ry , s t a le ,  f l a t ,  and u n p r o f i ta b le  . . .  uses o f  t h i s  w o r ld " .  He
must be in  o rd e r n o t to  be, f i g h t  in  o rd e r n o t to  f i g h t ,  a c t in  o rd e r
f i n a l l y  to  cease from  a c t io n .
A t h i r d  p o la r i t y  i s  th a t  between th e  sense o f  d r i f t  and th e  sense 
o f  s in :
When we pass from  th e  p la ne  o f  b e h a v io u r to  th a t  
o f  f e e l in g ,  we may f i r s t  ta k e  no te  o f  two ways o f  
p e rs o n a l fe e l in g  which a re  th e  a l t e r n a t iv e  re a c t io n s  
to  a re v e rs a l o f  th a t  movement o f  e la n  in  w hich th e  n a tu re  
o f  g row th  seems to  re v e a l i t s e l f .  Both the se  fe e l in g s  
r e f le c t  a p a in fu l  consc iousness o f be ing  'o n  th e  ru n '
. from  fo rc e s  o f  e v i l  which have taken  th e  o f fe n s iv e  and 
e s ta b lis h e d  t h e i r  ascendancy.. The p a ss ive  e x p re s s io n  
o f  t h i s  consc iousness o f  c o n t in u a l and p ro g re s s iv e  m o ra l 
d e fe a t i s  a sense o f  d r i f t .  The ro u te d  s o u l i s  p ro s tr a te d  
by a p e rc e p t io n  o f  i t s  f a i l u r e  to  c o n t r o l  i t s  e n v iro n m e n t; 
i t  comes to  b e lie v e  th a t  th e  U n iv e rs e , in c lu d in g  th e  s o u l 
i t s e l f ,  i s  a t  th e  mercy o f  a power th a t  i s  as i r r a t i o n a l  
as i t  i s  in v in c ib le  : th e  ungod ly  goddess w ith  a doub le  
fa ce  who i s  p r o p i t ia te d  under th e  name o f  Chance ( T ^ f  ) 
o r  i s  endured under th e  name o f  N e c e s s ity  ) -  a .
p a i r  o f  d e i t ie s  which have been g ive n  a l i t e r a r y  
in c a rn a t io n  in  th e  choruses o f  Thomas H a rd y 's  D yn a s ts . 
A l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  th e  m ora l d e fe a t w hich d e s o la te s  th e  
ro u te d  s o u l may be f e l t  as a f a i l u r e  to  m aster and 
c o n t r o l  th e  s o u l 's  own s e l f .  In  th a t  case, in s te a d  o f  
a sense o f d r i f t  we have a sense o f s in .  (p .  430)
A ga in , we re c o g n is e  Ham let h e re . F o r a lth o u g h  i t  i s  th e  sense o f  o th e rs '
ra th e r  tha n  h is  own s in  w hich i s  u s u a lly  upperm ost in  h is  m ind , we have
seen th a t  t h i s  i s  a t  le a s t  p a r t l y  to  be e x p la in e d  by h is  f e e l in g  o f
h av ing  been h im s e lf  con tam ina ted  by h is  m o th e r 's  a d u lte r y .  And we have
a ls o  seen how t h i s  sense o f  s in  i s  succeeded by a sense o f  d r i f t  in  th e
la s t .  a c t .
Toynbee makes an in te r e s t in g  p o in t  in  co n n e c tio n  w ith  t h i s  t h i r d  
p o la r i t y :
Our s o c ia l  re fo rm e rs  and p h i la n th r o p is ts  a re  ve ry  
ready to  see th e  s in s  o f  th e  poor as m is fo r tu n e s  due to  
e x te rn a l c ircu m s ta n ce s  -  'W hat can you expect from  th e  
man, see ing  th a t  he was born in  a s lum ? ' And ou r 
p sych o a n a lys ts  a re  e q u a lly  ready to  re g a rd  th e  s in s  
o f  t h e i r  p a t ie n ts  as m is fo r tu n e s  due to  in t e r n a l  
c irc u m s ta n c e s , complexes and neuroses : in  f a c t ,  to  
e x p la in  s in ,  and e x p la in  i t  away, as d is e a s e . In  t h i s  
l in e  o f  th o u g h t th e y  were a n t ic ip a te d  by th e  p h ilo s o p h e rs  
o f Samuel B u t le r 's  Erewh'on, w here, as th e  re a d e r may 
remember, poor Mr. H osn ibo r had to  send f o r  th e  fa m ily  
's t r a ig h te n e r ' (s c .  d o c to r )  because he was s u f fe r in g  
from  an a t ta c k  o f  em bezzlem ent, (p p . 454 -5 )
T h is  i s  a r e a l  is s u e  -  perhaps th e  b a s ic  one c o n f ro n t in g  what I  have 
c a l le d  a t h i r d - le v e l  approach to  H a m le t. So I  s h a l l  conc lude  t h i s  
c h a p te r w ith  a b r ie f  d is c u s s io n  o f  i t .
George K e l ly  w ro te , in  h is  paper ’ S in  and P sycho the rapy ’ (1 9 6 2 ):
Man has a lw ays wondered i f  th e re  i s n ’ t  a r e la t io n s h ip  
between e v i l  and i l l n e s s .  A t f i r s t  he wondered i f  
i l l n e s s  w a s n 't a sympton o f  e v i l .  You remember Sob 
dec ided  th a t  i t  w a s n 't ,  b u t was o u t-v o te d  by h is  
n e ig h b o u rs . More re c e n t ly  men have tu rn e d  t h i s  
h y p o th e s is  e n d - fo r-e n d  and e x p lo re d  th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  
t h a t  e v i l  i s  a sympton o f i l l n e s s .  U nderstand and 
t r e a t  th e  i l l n e s s ,  and th e  e v i l  th a t  to r tu r e s  m en's 
m inds w i l l  e va p o ra te . The o n ly  t r o u b le  w ith  th a t  
a pp le  t h a t  Adam a te  was th a t  i t  had worms in  i t .
T re a t h is  stomachache and he w i l l  be as good as new.
(p . 184)
A t h i r d  p o s s ib i l i t y  i s  th a t  what i s  a p p ro p r ia te ly  d e s c r ib e d  as e v i l
a t  th e  phenom eno log ica l le v e l  i s  e q u a lly  v a l id ly  d e s c r ib e d  as i l l n e s s  ;
a t  a h ig h e r ,  more s t r i c t l y  p s y c h o lo g ic a l le v e l  -  p ro v id e d  t h a t ,  in
coming to  a d ia g n o s is ,  th e  sense o f  s in  (o r  la c k  o f  i t )  i s  accep ted
f o r  what i t  i s ,  n o t reduced to  som eth ing w hich i t  i s  n o t .  Thus we f in d
C h r is t  em p loy ing  bo th  le v e ls  o f  d is c o u rs e , w ith o u t in c o n s is te n c y ,  in  th e
course  o f  a s in g le  sen tence :
They th a t  a re  whole have no need o f  th e  p h y s ic ia n ,  
b u t th e y  th a t  a re  s ic k  : I  came n o t to  c a l l  th e  
r ig h te o u s ,  b u t s in n e rs  to  re p e n ta n ce . ( Mark 2 : 17)
The im p o r ta n t p o in t  i s  th a t  th e  b e s t remedy f o r  a s in n e r 's  p a in ,  even
from  a m e d ica l p o in t  o f  v ie w , may be f o r  th e  s in n e r  to  v iew  i t  from  a
m ora l p o in t  o f  v ie w , i . e .  to  con fess  and re p e n t o f  i t .
How our d is c u s s io n  o f  Hamlet in tro d u c e s  a f u r t h e r  d im ens ion  to
th e  p rob lem . For u l t im a te ly  Ham let i s  n o t about th e  sense o f  s in ,  no r 
about ways o f  d e a lin g  w ith  i t ,  b u t about how a w ou ld -be  c o n fe s s o r /a n a ly s t  
d e s tro y s  h im s e lf  th ro u g h  d o in g .a n  u n p ro fe s s io n a l jo b  on h im s e lf .  Ham let 
beg ins  w ith  an overw he lm ing sense o f  th e  s in  o f  th e  w o rld  around h im , 
combined w ith  a somewhat le s s  s tro n g  sense o f  h is  p e rs o n a l r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
Then "h o n o u r" , o r th e  g h o s t, suggests  to  him a course  o f  a c t io n  w hich 
would bo th  cu re  th e  d ise ase  and p un ish  th e  s in n e rs .  But in  o rd e r to  
c a r ry  o u t t h i s  a c tio n , he must suppress h is  own g u i l t - f e e l in g s  and d e s tro y  
h is  lo v e  f o r  h is  m other — which o n ly  makes him fe e l  more g u i l t y  about th e  
whole th in g .  F in d in g  h im s e lf  unab le  to  c a r ry  o u t th e  ta s k ,  he th in k s  o f  
s u ic id e ,  in d u lg e s  in  some u n c o n v in c in g  r a t io n a l is a t io n s  ( e .g .  to o  much 
th o u g h t,  o r  "c o n s c ie n c e " , i n h ib i t s  a c t io n ) ,  and mounts a fu r io u s  a t ta c k  
on h is  m other ( to  whom he l in k s ,  by a n a lo g y , h is  lo v e r )  in  an e f f o r t
to  p rove th a t  she i s  to o  s in f u l  to  be lo v a b le .  F a i l in g  in  t h i s ,  to o ,
he b eg ins  to  q u e s tio n  th e  e th ic s  o f  th e  "h o n o u ra b le " course  o f  a c t io n .
But by now h is  th in k in g  has become v e ry  con fused , so he re la p s e s  in t o  
th e  s im p le s t ,  as w e ll  as th e  most c o m fo r t in g ,  p h ilo s o p h y : f a ta l is m .
S in  i s  n o t s in ,  b u t th e  in e v i ta b le  r e s u l t  o f  chance fa c to r s .  H aving 
th u s  a bso lve d , by d e c e iv in g ,  h im s e lf ,  he goes to  h is  dea th  in  "p e a c e ".
A sad t a le ,  c e r t a in ly ,  b u t one which perhaps h e lp s  us to  u nd e rs tan d
these  words in  a more f u l l y  r e f le x iv e  sense:
The im p o rta n t, th in g  to  remember i s  . . .  th a t  th e  
moment man g iv e s  up th e  e n te rp r is e  (o f  seek ing  to  
answer th e  q u e s tio n  o f what i s  good and what i s  
e v i l  he i s  lo s t .  The p s y c h o lo g is t  who a tte m p ts  to  
a s s is t  h is  fe l lo w  man shou ld  keep t h i s  t r u t h  c e n t r a l  
to  h is  p r a c t ic e .  The ta s k  i s  to  a s s is t  th e  in d iv id u a l  
man in  what i s  s in g u la r ly  th e  most im p o r ta n t u n d e r­
ta k in g  in  h is  l i f e ,  th e  f u l l e s t  p o s s ib le  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
o f  th e  n a tu re  o f  good and e v i l .  ) ( K e l ly ,  1962, p . 186)
The P sycho logy o f  Shakespearean Man
A p e rson , w r i te s  Lossky (1 9 5 7 ), can be expressed o n ly  in  a work 
o f  a r t .  I f  t h i s  i s  so , then  we sh ou ld  expec t a r t i s t s  to  be a b le  to  
t e l l  us much about p e r s o n a l i t y .  And what a r t i s t  more tha n  "o u r  m y r ia d - ’ 
minded S hakespeare ", as C o le r id g e  c a l le d  him?
Shakespeare th e  man o r Shakespearean man?
The q u e s tio n  i s :  which person -  th e  poe t h im s e lf ,  h is  f i c t i o n a l
c h a ra c te rs , o r  some u n iv e rs a l Shakespearean man -  i s  p r im a r i ly  re v e a le d
to  us in  th e  pages o f  The Complete Works? There would seem to  be p o w e rfu l
o b je c t io n s  a g a in s t th e  f i r s t  o f  th e se  a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  th a t  i t  i s
Shakespeare h im s e lf  whom we see. Thus w ith  re g a rd  to  th e  b io g ra p h ic a l
approach to  l i t e r a t u r e ,  W e llek  & liia rren  (1962) w r i te :
One ca n n o t, from  f i c t i o n a l  s ta te m e n ts , e s p e c ia l ly  th o se  
made in  p la y s ,  draw any v a l id  in fe re n c e  from  as to  th e  
b io g ra p h y  o f  a w r i t e r .  One may g ra v e ly  doubt even th e  
u su a l v iew  th a t  Shakespeare passed th ro u g h  a p e r io d  o f  
d e p re s s io n , in  which he w ro te  h is  t ra g e d ie s  and h is  
b i t t e r  com edies, to  a ch ieve  some s e re n ity  o f  r e s o lu t io n  
in  The Tempest.. I t  i s  n o t s e l f - e v id e n t  th a t  a w r i t e r  -
needs to  be in  a t r a g ic  mood to  w r i te  t ra g e d ie s  o r th a t  
he w r i te s  comedies when he fe e ls  p leased  w ith  l i f e .  There
is  s im p ly  no p ro o f f o r  th e  so rrow s o f  Shakespeare. He
cannot be made re s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  v iew s o f  Timon o r  Macbeth
on l i f e ,  ju s t  as he cannot be co n s id e re d  to  h o ld  th e  v iew s
o f D o ll  T ea rshee t o r  Ia g o . There  i s  no reason to  b e l ie v e  
th a t  P rospero  speaks l i k e  Shakespeare : a u th o rs  canno t be 
. ass igned  th e  id e a s , fe e l in g s ,  v ie w s , v i r t u e s ,  and v ic e s  
o f  t h e i r  h e roe s . And t h i s  i s  t ru e  n o t o n ly  o f  d ra m a tic  
c h a ra c te rs  o r  c h a ra c te rs  in  a n o ve l b u t a ls o  o f  th e  I  o f  
th e  l y r i c a l  poem. The r e la t io n  between th e  p r iv a te  l i f e  
and th e  work i s  n o t a s im p le  r e la t io n  o f  cause and 
e f f e c t .  (p p . 7 6 -7 )
Agreed : b u t i s  th e re  n o t some k in d  o f  r e la t io n  between th e  p r iv a te  
l i f e  and th e  work? A f te r  a l l ,  th e  work i s  th e  p ro d u c t o f  t h i s  m ind and
n o t o f  a n o th e r, and moulded by h is  e xp e rie n ce  and n o t by a n o th e r1s .
U e lle k  & UJarren seem to  a dm it t h i s  when th e y  go on to  say:
The b io g ra p h ic a l approach ig n o re s  a ls o  q u i te  s im p le
p s y c h o lo g ic a l f a c t s .  A work o f  a r t  may ra th e r  embody
th e  ’ dream1 o f  an a u th o r than  h is  a c tu a l l i f e ,  o r  i t  
may be th e  ’ mask1, th e  ’ a n t i - s e l f *  beh ind  w hich h is  
r e a l  person i s  h id in g ,  o r i t  may be a p ic tu r e  o f  th e  *
l i f e  from  which th e  a u th o r wants to  escape.
F u rth e rm o re , we must n o t fo r g e t  th a t  th e  a r t i s t  may
’ e xp e rie n ce  l i f e  d i f f e r e n t l y  in  te rm s o f  h is  a r t  :
a c tu a l e xp e rie n ce s  a re  seen w ith  a v iew  to  t h e i r  use. 
in  l i t e r a t u r e  and come to  him a lre a d y  p a r t i a l l y  
shaped by a r t i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n s  and p re c o n c e p tio n s , (p .7 8 )
I t  i s  f o r  th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  to  d e te rm ine  w he ther a work i s  th e  d i r e c t
s e lf -e x p re s s io n  o f  an a u th o r ,  o r h is  dream, mask o r a n t i—s e l f .
B io g ra p h ic a l ev idence  co u ld  presum ably h e lp  him to  d ec ide  between th e se
a l t e r n a t iv e s .
However, can th e  work n o t be seen in  a p e rs o n a l l i g h t  w ith o u t  th e  
use o f  b io g ra p h ic a l da ta?  U e lle k  & UJarren appear to  adm it t h i s  
p o s s ib i l i t y :
We read Dante o r Goethe o r T o ls to y  and know th a t  th e re  . 
i s  a person beh ind  th e  w ork. There i s  an in d u b ita b le  
p h ys io g n o m ica l s im i l a r i t y  between th e  w r i t in g s  o f  one 
a u th o r .  The q u e s tio n  m ig h t be asked, how ever, w h e th e r; 
i t  would n o t be b e t te r  to  d is t in g u is h  s h a rp ly  between 
th e  e m p ir ic a l person and th e  w ork , which can be c a l le d  
'p e rs o n a l ' o n ly  in  a m e ta p h o r ic a l sense. There  is .  a 
q u a l i t y  w hich we may c a l l  'M i l t o n ic '  o r 'K e a ts ia n *  in  
th e  work o f  t h e i r  a u th o rs . But t h i s  q u a l i t y  can be 
de te rm ined  on th e  b a s is  o f th e  works the m se lve s , w h ile  
i t  may n o t be a s c e r ta in a b le  upon p u re ly  b io g ra p h ic a l 
e v id e n ce . We know what i s  'V i r g i l i a n '  o r 'S hakespea rean ' 
w ith o u t h av ing  any r e a l ly  d e f in i t e  b io g ra p h ic a l know ledge 
o f  th e  two g re a t p o e ts . (p . 79)
And C. Day Lew is (1965) says (w ith  re fe re n c e  to  Thomas H a rd y 's  poem
To An Unborn Pauper C h i ld ) : " th e re  i s  a k in d  o f  p o e try  in  w h ich  th e
p o e t, n o t b u rro w in g  tow ards  th e  ro o ts  o f  h is  own e x p e r ie n c e , n o t 
sw a d d ling  h im s e lf  in  h is  own m any-co lou red  s e n s a tio n s , b u t lo o k in g  
f r e e ly  outw ards upon th e  human s i t u a t io n ,  may a l l  u n w i t t in g ly  g iv e  
us a c re a t iv e  image o f  h im s e lf " .
Much, i f  n o t a l l  o f  S hakespea re 's  p o e try  i s  p e rs o n a l in  t h i s  sense; 
i t  g iv e s  us a c re a t iv e  image o f  h im s e lf  w ith o u t be ing  in t e n t io n a l l y  
a u to b io g ra p h ic a l.  Or perhaps we shou ld  say th a t  h is  s e lf - im a g e  i s  
The Complete W orks, ta ke n  as a w ho le . I f  so , the n  a s tu d y  o f  S hakespeare ' 
Complete Works m ig h t se rve  to  c o n firm  th e  c r i t i c  N o rth rop , F ry e 's  (1970) 
h y p o th e s is , th a t  "a  s tu d y  o f  a p o e t 's  whole work m ig h t fo rm  th e  b a s is  
o f  a k in d  o f  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l ' c r i t i c i s m  th a t  would o p e ra te  w ith in  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  and so p ro v id e  some ba lance  f o r  th e  k in d  th a t  ends in  th e  • 
bosom o f  F re u d ". T h is  would be i n  accord  w ith  a n o th e r famous c r i t i c ' s  
judgem ent, th a t  " th e  whole o f  S hakespea re 's  work i s  one poem" ( E l i o t ,  
1 93 2 ). F o r " i f  any one o f  S hakespea re 's  p la y s  were o m itte d  we sh ou ld  
n o t be a b le  to  unde rs tand  th e  r e s t  as w e ll  as we d o " . ( E l i o t ,  1 9 3 3 ).
One c o u ld .a rg u e , how ever, th a t  i t  i s  o n ly  to  th e  c re a te d  c h a ra c te rs
o r d ra m a tis  personae th a t  one shou ld  lo o k  f o r  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l t r u t h
to  be g leaned from  Shakespeare. F o r, as Langer (1953) p o in ts  o u t ,
c h a ra c te rs  and t h e i r  s i tu a t io n s  in  drama "become v is ib le  on th e  s ta g e ,
tra n s p a re n t and com p le te , as t h e i r  ana logues in  th e  w o rld  a re  n o t " .
She then  c i t e s  th e  German c r i t i c  P e te r R ich a rd  Rohden:
What d is t in g u is h e s  a c h a ra c te r  on s tage  from  a ' r e a l '  
person? O b v io u s ly  th e  fa c t  th a t  th e  fo rm e r s tan d s  
b e fo re  us as a f u l l y  a r t ic u la te d  w ho le . Our fe llo w m e n  we
a lw ays p e rc e iv e  o n ly  in  a fra g m e n ta ry  fa s h io n ,  and '
ou r power o f  s e lf - o b s e rv a t io n  i s  u s u a lly  reduced , by
v a n ity  and c u p id i t y ,  to  z e ro . liJhat we c a l l  'd ra m a t ic
i l l u s i o n 1 i s ,  th e re fo re ,  th e  p a ra d o x ic a l phenomenon
th a t  we know more about th e  m en ta l p rocesses o f  a •
Hamlet than  abou t ou r own in n e r  l i f e .  For th e  p o e t-
a c to r  Shakespeare shows n o t o n ly  th e  deed, b u t a ls o
i t s  m o tiv e s , and indeed  more p e r fe c t ly  than  we ever
see them to g e th e r  in  a c tu a l l i f e " .
The perfo rm ance w i l l  be s t i l l  more in s t r u c t i v e  from  a p s y c h o lo g ic a l p o in t
o f  v iew  i f  th e  c h a ra c te r  p o r tra y e d  th e re in  i s  re p re s e n ta t iv e  o f  th e  whole
o f  h um an ity , o r  i f  we can say o f  him as C .S . Lew is (1942) c la im s  we can
say o f  H am le t: "He i s  a lw ays where I  am".
A good i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  Rohden's p o in t  i s  p ro v id e d  by th e  'p la y  
w ith in  th e  p la y ' scene from  H am le t. Fo r in  th e  perfo rm ance o f  th e  
P la y e r K ing C la u d iu s  sees h im s e lf  more c le a r ly  than  when he r e l ie d  on 
h is  own power o f  s e lf - o b s e rv a t io n  "re d u c e d , by v a n ity  and c u p id i t y ,  to  
z e ro " :  ■
O p h e lia . The K ing r is e s .
H a m le t. liiha t, f r ig h te d  w ith  fa ls e  f i r e !
Queen. How fa re s  my lo rd ?
P o lo n iu s . G ive o 'e r  th e  p la y .
K in g . G ive me some l i g h t .  Away!
P o lo n iu s . L ig h ts ,  l i g h t s ,  l i g h t s !
( Exeunt a l l  b u t Ham let & H o r a t io ) .
F a lse  f i r e  l i g h t s  up a fa ls e  k in g 's  murky s o u l;  th e  t r u t h  o f  th e  mask
s t r ip s  o f f  th e  mask from  th e  t r u t h .  Thus Ham let has succeeded ih  th e
p la n  th a t  he d ev ised  when he s a id ,
The p la y 's  th e  th in g ,
W herein I ' l l  ca tch  th e  consc ience  o f  th e  K in g . ( I I ,  2 , 600) .
But i f  Ham let had been a b le  to  see h im s e lf  in  Ham let as C la u d iu s  saw
h im s e lf  in  The M urder o f  Gonzaqo, he, to o ,  m ig h t have had a shock . F o r
then  ( i f  th e  p s y c h o a n a ly t ic  th e o ry  i s  c o r r e c t )  he would have seen how
h is  censure  o f  C la u d iu s '" s e e m in g "  was a means o f  h is  own s e lf - d e c e p t io n ,
and how h is  p a s s io n a te  in t e r e s t  in  C la u d iu s ' crim e  concea led  h is  own
d e s ire  to  commit th e  same c rim e  h im s e lf*  He would have seen t h a t ,  in  ’
sa y in g  to  h is  m o the r, — ,
You a re  th e  Queen, your husband 's  b r o th e r 's  w ife ;
And -  would i t  were n o t so ! -  you a re  my m o the r, ( i l l ,  4 , 15)
he was in  f a c t  e x p re s s in g  h is  d e s ire  to  k i l l  he r husband 's  b ro th e r  and
make h e r h is  queen and w ife .  And he would have seen t h a t ,  in  jo k in g
w ith  th e  k in g :
H a m le t. F a re w e ll,  dear m o the r.
K in g . Thy lo v in g  fa th e r ,  H am le t.
H a m le t. My m other : fa th e r  and m other i s  man'and w ife ;
man and w ife  i s  one f le s h ;  and so , my m other ( IV ,  3 , 49)
he was in  f a c t  e x p re s s in g  h is  d e s ire  to  exchange th e  s a m e -fle sh  r e la t io n ­
s h ip  o f  m o th e r- and -so n  in t o  th e  o n e - f le s h  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  husband -and- 
w ife .  Thus when, a t  le n g t h /  " th 'o b s e r v 'd  o f  a l l  o b s e rv e rs " ,  d y in g , 
lo o k s  o u t upon h is  aud ience  b o th .w ith in  and w ith o u t th e  p la y :
You th a t  lo o k  p a le  and tre m b le  a t  t h i s  chance,
T ha t a re  b u t mutes o r aud ience  to  t h i s  a c t ,  (V , 2 , 326)
we can in  some measure a p p re c ia te  th e  f u t i l i t y  and danger o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l
o b s e rv a tio n  and a n a ly s is  when unde rtaken  by tho se  who have n o t y e t c leansed
th e  v is io n  o f  t h e i r  own m in d 's  eye.
These a re  th e  k in d s  o f  in s ig h ts  th a t  can be ga ined  bo th  by th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t  and by h is  p a t ie n ts  th ro u g h  a s tu d y  o f  d ra m a tic  
c h a r a c te r is a t io n .  Now i t  i s ,  o f  co u rse , t r u e  t h a t ,  as W e lle k  & W arren 
p o in t  o u t :
Much g re a t a r t  c o n t in u o u s ly  v io la te s  s ta n d a rd s  o f  
psycho logy ', e i t h e r  contem porary w ith  i t  o r subsequent..
I t  works w ith  im p ro b ab le  s i t u a t io n s ,  w ith  f a n t a s t ic  
m o t i fs .  L ik e  th e  demand f o r  s o c ia l  re a lis m , psycho­
lo g ic a l  t r u t h  i s  a n a t u r a l i s t i c  s ta n d a rd  w ith o u t 
u n iv e rs a l v a l i d i t y ,  (p .  92)
But i s  i t  n o t r a th e r  th e  's ta n d a rd s  o f  p s y c h o lo g y 1 w hich a re  o fte n  wrong 
in  such com parisons? Are th e re  n o t o fte n  more th in g s  in  th e  m ind o f  man 
tha n  a re  dream t o f  in  ou r p s y c h o lo g ie s , r e s t r ic t e d  as th e y  a re  by v e ry  . ' 
narrow  c r i t e r i a  o f  what i s  r e a t - o r  p o s s ib le ?  D id  n o t many; peop le  
d is m is s  F re u d 's  d is c o v e r ie s  as f a i r y  t a le s ,  whereas he p ra is e d  th e  p o e ts , 
e s p e c ia l ly  Shakespeare, as be ing  th e  b e s t p s y c h o lo g is ts ?  And was i t  n o t 
a n o v e l is t ,  D os toyevsky , who d is p la y e d  such p s y c h o lo g ic a l and s p i r i t u a l  
acumen in  h is  w r i t in g s  th a t  " th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  f e l t  t h a t  D ostoevsky 
unde rs tood  him as no one e ls e "  ( V i t a ly ,  1972)? L e t us r e c a l l  A r i s t o t l e 's  
rem ark th a t  th e  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  poe t i s  to  d e s c r ib e  " th e  k in d s  o f  th in g s  
th a t  m ig h t happen, th a t  i s ,  th a t  co u ld  happen because th e y  a re ,  in  th e  
c irc u m s ta n c e s , e i t h e r  p ro b a b le  o r n e c e s s a ry ". S hakespea re 's  p o r t r a y a l  
o f ,  f o r  exam ple, Iago  ex tends th e  range o f  ou r p s y c h o lo g ic a l know ledge 
by showing how b e h a v io u r which m ig h t a t  f i r s t  seem ve ry  im p ro b a b le  -  
mere "m o tiv e le s s  m a l ig n i t y " ,  in  C o le r id g e 's .p h ra s e  -  i s  in  f a c t  v e ry  
p ro b a b le  ( i f  n o t necessa ry ) g ive n  th e  m o tive s  th a t  Shakespeare shows 
him to  have, th e  c ircu m s ta n ce s  in  which he p la ce s  h im , and th e  co­
o p e ra t io n  o f  th e  da rk  powers w h ich , as s e v e ra l o f  th e  c h a ra c te rs  h in t  
(V , 2 , 211, 224, 2 8 0 ), w a it  on th e  f a l le n  n a tu re -o f  man.
But th e re  i s  a t h i r d  a l t e r n a t iv e :  th a t  th ro u g h  th e  .v a r ie ty  o f  h is  
f i c t i o n a l  c h a ra c te rs , each un ique  and p a r t i c u la r ,  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  
u n iv e rs a l human n a tu re  i s  re v e a le d  -  which i s ,  o f  co u rse , S hakespea re 's  
own n a tu re  a ls o .  T h is  n a tu re  may be s a id  to  m e d ia te , as i t  w ere , between 
th e  person o f  th e  d r a m a t is t , ’on th e  one hand, and th e  d ra m a tis  pe rson a e , ,  
on th e  o th e r .  I t  i s  n e i th e r  Shakespeare, no r O th e llo ,  Lea r o r  M acbeth,
b u t th e  common s o i l  o u t o f  which each o f  the se  persons grows 
Shakespearean man.
C o le r id g e  was speak ing  o f  t h i s  'Shakespearean man1 when he s a id :
Shakspere shaped h is  c h a ra c te rs  o u t o f  th e  n a tu re  
w i th in ;  b u t we cannot so s a fe ly  say, o u t o f  h is  own 
n a tu re  as an in d iv id u a l  p e rson . No! t h i s  l a t t e r  i s  
i t s e l f  b u t a . n a tu ra  n a tu ra ta . -  an e f f e c t ,  a p ro d u c t,  
n o t a power. I t  was S hakspe re 's  p re ro g a t iv e  to  have 
th e  u n iv e rs a l,  which i s  p o te n t ia l  in  each p a r t i c u la r ,  
opened o u t to  h im , th e  homo q e n e ra l is ,  n o t as an 
a b s t ra c t io n  from  o b s e rv a tio n s  o f  a v a r ie ty  o f  men, 
b u t as th e  substance  capab le  o f  e nd less  m o d if ic a t io n s ,  
o f  which h is  own p e rs o n a l e x is te n c e  was b u t one, and ■ 
to  use t h i s  one as th e  eye th a t  behe ld  th e  o th e r ,  and 
as th e  tongue th a t  co u ld  convey th e  d is c o v e ry ,  ( p p .347 -8 )
In  a n o th e r passage, he w ro te  t h a t ,  in  a l l  S hakespea re 's  c h a ra c te rs ,  "w e
s t i l l  f in d  o u rs e lv e s  communing w ith  th e  same human n a tu re ,  w h ich  i s
everyw here p re s e n t as th e  ve g e ta b le  sap in  th e  b ranches , s p ra y s , le a v e s
buds, b lossom s, and f r u i t s ,  t h e i r  shapes, ta s te s ,  and o d o u rs " . And he
went on to  say th a t  th e  e x c e lle n c e  o f  th e  method o f  S hakespea re 's  works
c o n s is ts  in  " t h a t  ju s t  p ro p o r t io n ,  th a t  u n ion  and in te r p e n e t r a t io n  o f
th e  u n iv e rs a l and - th e  p a r t i c u la r ,  which must eve r pervade a l l  works o f
dec ided  gen ius  and t r u e  s c ie n c e " ,  (p ,.4 8 8 ).
S im ila r  to  th e  u n iv e rs a l n a tu r e /p a r t ic u la r  person d is t in c t i o n  i s
th a t  im p lie d  in  th e  fo l lo w in g  passage by G. W ilson  K n ig h t (1 9 5 1 ):
I n t e r p r e t a t io n . ,  must be soaked in  th e  d ra m a tic  
consc iou sn ess ; and the  more we a tte n d  to  such e le m e n ts , 
th e  more o f te n  we s h a l l  f in d  o u rs e lv e s  d ire c te d  
in s t i n c t i v e l y  to  form  groups o f  them es, p o e t ic a l 
c o lo u r in g s ,  th ro u g h o u t th e  p la y s .  The d ra m a tic  persons 
and t h e i r  names change from  p la y  to  p la y  : b u t th e  l i f e  
• th e y  l i v e ,  th e  p o e t ic  a i r  th e y  b re a th e , th e  fa te  th a t  
s t r ik e s  o r th e  jo y  th a t  crowns them , th e  sym bols and. 
symphonies o f  d ra m a tic  p o e try ,  the se  a re  n o t so 
. v a r ia b le .  They a re  Shakespearean. " l o r e ,  th e y  a re  
Shakespeare, (p .  22)
72.
B ut th e y  a re  Shakespearean more tha n  th e y  a re  Shakespeare; f o r  whereas 
th e  image o f  Shakespeare th e  man, th e  p a r t i c u la r  p e rs o n ,. i s  th e  whole 
o f  The Complete W orks, th e  image o f  Shakespearean man, u n iv e rs a l human < 
n a tu re , i s  o n ly  tho se  them es, sym bols and ro le s  which in t e r p r e t a t io n  
p ic k s  o u t as re c u r r in g  from  p la y  to  p la y .
F rye  (1970) has p o in te d  o u t th a t  "e v e ry  poe t has h is  own d is t in c t i v e  
s t r u c tu r e  o f  im a g e ry , which u s u a lly  emerges even in  h is  e a r l ie s t  w ork, 
and w hich does n o t and cannot e s s e n t ia l ly  change". The 1 d is t in c t i v e  
s t r u c tu r e 1 o f  S hakespea re 's  im agery has been ana lysed  by Clemens (1 9 6 6 ). 
But no co rre sp o n d in g  a n a ly s is  has been unde rtaken  o f th e  d is t in c t i v e  
s t r u c tu r e  o f  S hakespea re 's  themes and r o le s ,  which (e s p e c ia l ly  th e  r o le s )  
one would e xpec t to  be more im m e d ia te ly  and o b v io u s ly  re le v a n t  to  an 
e lu c id a t io n  o f  h is  v iew s on human n a tu re . F o r, as S t.  John Chrysostom  
says , "a  man cannot be shown w ith o u t a c t in g "  ( H om ily  X I I I  on E ph e s ia ns ) .  
HencB in  th e  fo l lo w in g  s e c tio n s  f i v e  ro le s  to g e th e r  w ith  t h e i r  a s s o c ia te d  
d ichotom ous c o n s tru c ts  w i l l  be b r i e f l y  e xa m in e d :- th e  lo v e r  : l u s t  o r 
c h a s t i t y ,  th e  s o ld ie r  : p r id e  o r h u m i l i t y ,  th e  r u le r  : w ra th  o r  m ercy, 
th e  c re a to r  : dream o r r e a l i t y ,  th e  c re a tu re  : n o ise  o r  harm ony.
! •  The Lover : L u s t o r C h a s t ity
The t h i r d  o f  S hakespea re 's  se ven ages o f  man i s  th a t  o f
th e  lo v e r ,
S ig h in g  l i k e  a fu rn a c e , w ith  a w o e fu l b a l la d  
Made to  h is  m is t r e s s ' eyebrow.
As You L ik e  I t . I I ,  7. 
who appears f r e q u e n t ly  in  th e  e a r ly  comedies and, o f  co u rse , in  Romeo 
and J u l i e t . But s id e  by s id e  w ith  th e  r e la t i v e l y  innocuous f ig u r e  o f  
th e  ro m a n tic  m in s t r e l  i s  th e  much more s in i s t e r  one o f  th e  r a p is t ,  whom 
we f i r s t  see as P ro te u s  in  The Two Gentlemen o f  V erona. The poe t Ted 
Hughes (1971) has argued th a t  th e  c o n f l i c t  between th e  ro le s  o f  th e  
chas te  lo v e r  and th e  l u s t f u l  r a p is t  i s  th e  ta p ro o t  o f  th e  Shakespearean 
o e u v re , so th a t  th e  "s y m b o lic  fa b le "  o r myth "w h ich  n e a r ly  a l l  h is  
g re a te s t  passages t e l l ,  and which most o f  h is  p la y s  in  some form  o r  o th e r  
t e l l  a g a in "  i s  " th e  pos ing  o f  a c h ro n ic  se xu a l d ilem m a, a h ig h ly  d ra m a tic  
and in t e r e s t in g  c o l l i s i o n  o f  fo r c e s " .
The e lem ents o f  th e  fa b le ,  says Hughes, a re  a l l  p re s e n t,  though
im p e r fe c t ly  in te g ra te d *  in  T itu s  A nd ron icus  (1 5 9 3 -4 ) . B ut i t . i s  i n  th e
lo n g  poems, Venus and Adon is (1592) and The Rape o f  Lucrece  (1 5 9 3 ), th a t
we see " th e  whole fa b le ,  b e a u t i f u l l y  in t a c t  and ve ry  p r e c is e ly  a n a ly s e d " .
In  th e  f i r s t  a lo ve -go d de ss  -  th e  lo ve -g o d d e ss  -  t r i e s  
to  rape A don is , a s e v e re ly  p u r i ta n  y o u th . In  th e  
second, th e  lu s t-p o s s e s s e d  k in g ,  T a rq u in , rapes th e  
s e v e re ly  p u r ita n  young w ife ,  L uc rece . (p . 189)
The l i n k  between th e  two poems i s  th e  w ild  boar th a t  k i l l s  A d o n is , w h ich ,
a c c o rd in g  to  Hughes, sym bo lises
h is  own rep ressed  lu s t  -  crazed  and b e s t ia l is e d  by 
be ing  sepa ra ted  from  h is  in t e l l ig e n c e  and d e n ie d .
The Venus which he re fu s e d  became a demon and 
su p p la n te d  h is  co n sc iou sn ess , (p . 192)
The r e s u l t  i s  th a t  Adon is becomes T a rq u in  and rapes L u c re ce .
The f i r s t  o f  S hakespeare ’ s A d o n is -T a rq u in s  i s  R ich a rd  C rookback 
who, h av ing  s u ffe re d  r e je c t io n  as a lo v e r  because o f h is  p h y s ic a l 
d e fo rm ity  ( 3 Henry V I , I I I ,  3 , 146-71 ; R ich a rd  I I I . I ,  1 , 1 -3 1 ) ,  b eg ins  
h is  re ig n  as R ich a rd  th e  T h ird  by seducing  Queen Anne, b e fo re  g o ing  on 
to  rape th e  body p o l i t i c  o f  E ng land . Then th e re  i s  th e  ’ I '  o f  Sonnet 
144:
Two lo v e s  I  have, o f  co m fo rt and d e s p a ir ,
Which l i k e  two ang e ls  do suggest me s t i l l ;
The b e t te r  a nge l i s  a man r ig h t  f a i r ,
The w o rse r s p i r i t  a woman c o lo u r ’ d i l l .
To w in me soon to  h e l l ,  my fem ale  e v i l  
Tem pteth my b e t te r  a nge l from  my s id e ,
And would c o r ru p t  my s a in t  to  be a d e v i l ,
Wooing h is  p u r i t y  w ith  he r f o u l  p r id e .
And w he ther th a t  my ange l be t u r n ’ d f ie n d ,
Suspect I  may, y e t n o t d i r e c t l y  t e l l ;
But be ing  bo th  from  me, .bo th  to  each f r ie n d ,
I  guess one ange l in  a n o th e r ’ s h e l l .
Yet t h i s  s h a l l  I  n e 'e r  know, b u t l i v e  in  d o u b t,
T i l l  my bad a nge l f i r e  my good one o u t.
The p o s s ib le  r e la t io n  o f  t h i s  poem to  r e a l  persons o r e ven ts  in
S hakespea re 's  l i f e  i s  n o t my concern  here  (Moss, 1974b). The in t e r e s t in g
fe a tu re  o f  i t  i s  th e  c o e x is te n c e  o f  a fe m in in e  p r in c ip le  o f  l u s t ,  Venus,
whose c h a ra c te r  i s  ’’ f o u l  p r id e " ,  w ith  a m ascu line  p r in c ip le  o f  c h a s t i t y ,
A do n is , and an a m b iva le n t ' I '  f ig u r e  who fe a rs  th a t  h is  c h a s t i t y  w i l l
become c o rru p te d  by p r id e  and th u s  tu r n  in t o  l u s t .  F o r, as a n o th e r
g re a t E n g lis h  p o e t, Lan g la nd , s a id :  " C h a s t i ty  w ith o u t  C h a r ity  i s
cha ined  in  H e l l " . (quo ted  in  R o s s ite r ,  1961 ). The g re a t t ra g e d ie s  from
Ham let onwards may be co n s tru e d  as s u c c e s s iv e ly  more a c c u ra te  and
p ro fo u nd  a tte m p ts  to  re p re s e n t what happens when Venus g e ts  under th e
s k in  o f  A don is , when Shakespearean m an's "bad a n g e l"  f i r e s  h is  good one 
o u t .  ’
However, th e re  i s  an a p p ro x im a te ly  se ven -ye a r gap between R ic h a rd  I I I  . 
and Ham let d u r in g  w hich th e  myth in  i t s  more e x p l i c i t  fo rm  seems to  d is ­
a ppear. In s te a d , we a re  g ive n  a s e r ie s  o f  le s s o n s  on th e  n a tu re  o f  lo v e .
Thus in  L o v e 's  L a b o u r 's  L o s t (1 5 93 -4 ) we le a rn  th a t  c h a s t i t y  i s  n o t 
ach ieved  by an a c t o f  w i l l  a lo n e :
For e ve ry  man w ith  h is  a f f e c t s  i s  b o rn ,
Hot by m ig h t m a s te r 'd ,  b u t by s p e c ia l g ra ce . ( I ,  1 , 149)
•Romeo and J u l ie t  (1595) p re s e n ts  th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  a lo v e  w h ich  i s  se xu a l
and y e t s tro n g e r  th a n  d e a th . But A Midsummer N ig h t ' s Dream pou rs  sco rn
on t h i s  id e a  : th e  tomb scene from  Romeo and J u l ie t  i s  p a ro d ie d  in
Pyramus and T h is b y ’ s 'p la y  w ith in  th e  p la y ' ,  and th e  lo v e r  i s  re p re s e n te d  .
as be ing  a madman who
Sees H e le n 's  b e a u ty / in  a brow o f  E gyp t. (V , 1 , l l )
In  The M erchant o f  V en ice  (1 5 96 -7 ) we le a rn  th a t  " a l l  t h a t  g l i s t e r s  i s
n o t g o ld " ,  and th a t  t r u e  lo v e  i s  o f te n  h idden  beh ind  a d u l l  e x te r io r :
Thus ornam ent i s  b y t "the g u i le d  shore
To a most dangerous sea; th e  beauteous s c a r f  v
V e i l in g  an In d ia n  b e a u ty . . .  ( i l l ,  2 , 97)
A d a rk e r no te  i s  sounded in  Much Ado About N o th ing  (1 5 9 7 -8 ) , when C la u d io
accuses Hero o f  u n c h a s t i ty :
H ero . And seem 'd I  eve r o th e rw is e  to  you?
C la u d io . Out on th e e ! Seeming! I  w i l l  w r i te  a g a in s t  i t .
You seem to  me as D ian in  he r o rb ,
As chas te  as i s  th e  bud e re  i t  be b low n;
But you a re  more in te m p e ra te  in  your b lood
Than Venus, o r th o se  pam p'red an im a ls
T ha t rage in  savage s e n s u a l i t y .  ( IV ,  1 , 54)
But i f  Much Ado rem inds us o f  Venus. As You L ik e  I t  (1 5 9 8 -9 ) rem inds us 1
o f A don is :
R o s a lin d . And h is  k is s in g  i s  as f u l l  o f  s a n c t i t y  
as th e  to u ch  o f  h o ly  b read .
C e l ia . He ha th  bought a p a i r  o f  c a s t l i p s  o f  D iana . '
A nun o f  w in te r 's  s is te rh o o d  k is s e s  n o t more 
r e l ig io u s ly ;  th e  v e ry  ic e  o f  c h a s t i t y  i s  in  them.
( I l l ,  4 , 12)
In  T w e lf th  N ig h t (1599-1600) we th in k  o f  Venus' lam ent a f t e r  h e r r e je c t io n
by A do n is , as V io la  t e l l s  O rs in o , whom she s e c r e t ly  lo v e s ,  o f  one. who
never t o ld  h e r lo v e ,
But l e t  concea lm ent, l i k e  a worm i '  t h '  bud,
Feed o n -h e r damask cheek. She p in 'd  in  th o u g h t;
And w ith  a green and y e llo w  m e lancho ly  
She s a t l i k e  P a tie n ce  on a monument,
S m ilin g  a t  g r ie f . .  ( 11, 4 , 109)
In  The M erry Wives o f  W indso r, f i n a l l y ,  a comedy w r i t t e n  a t  th e  b e g in n in g
o f  th e  t r a g ic  p e r io d ,  S hakespea re 's  m ora l i s  c le a r  f o r  a l l  to  see:
F ie  on s in f u l  fa n ta s y !
F ie  on l u s t •and lu x u ry !
L u s t i s  b u t a b loody  f i r e ,
K in d le d  w ith  unchaste  d e s ir e ,
Fed in  h e a r t ,  whose flam es a s p ire ,
As th o u g h ts  do b low  them , h ig h e r  and h ig h e r .  (V , 5 , 91)
Thus th e  m id d le -p e r io d  comedies a re  p re occu p ied  w ith  th e  theme o f  th e  
n a tu re  o f  ro m a n tic  lo v e ,  becoming more p e s s im is t ic  and d a rk e r in  ton e
as th e  tu r n  o f  th e  c e n tu ry  approaches.
W ith  Ham let (1 6 0 0 -0 1 ), f i n a l l y ,  th e  myth re s u r fa c e s .  Thus Hughes:
Hamlet i s  A don is , h a lf-p o s s e s s e d  by Venus ( h is  b la c k  
s u i t ) ,  re fu s in g  to  become T a rq u in  com p le te . H is  
madness i s  th e  f i r s t  fe a r  o f  th e  r i p  in  h is  mind -  
th ro u g h  which th e  boar w i l l  e n te r .  When O ph e lia  
d ie s  he r f lo w e r -d e a th ,  we know i t  has happened :
Ham let must now a c t o u t h is  T a rq u in  d e s t in y  -  b u t 
in  f u l l  consc iousness , and r e s is t in g  a l l  th e  way, 
and never q u ite  ceas ing  to  be A don is . I t  i s  th e  
dea th  o f  Adonis in  ve ry  s low  m o tio n . (p . 195)
T h is  madness (and t h i s  d e a th ) i s  in  f a c t  th e  c e n t r a l  theme o f  most o f  th e
p la y s  from  Ham let to  The W in te r 's  T a le  (1 6 1 0 ):
H am le t, lo o k in g  a t O p h e lia , sees h is  m other in  bed w ith  
h is  u n c le  and goes mad; O th e llo ,  lo o k in g  a t - h is  pure  
w ife ,  sees C a s s io 's  whore, and goes mad; Macbeth* lo o k in g  
a t  th e  th ro n e  o f  S c o tla n d , and l is t e n in g  to  h is  w ife ,  
hea rs  th e  w itc h e s , th e  th re e , fa ce s  o f  H eca te , and th e  
i n v i t a t i o n  o f  H e l l ,  and goes mad; L e a r, lo o k in g  a t  
C o r d e l ia , . sees G o n e r il and Regan and goes mad; A n tony , 
lo o k in g  a t  h is  p re c io u s  queen, sees th e  r ib a u d re d  nag 
o f  Egypt b e tra y in g  him ' t o  th e  v e ry  h e a r t o f  lo s s ' and 
goes - i n  a sense -  mad; T im on, lo o k in g  a t  h is  lo v in g  
f r ie n d s ,  sees th e  w o lfp a ck  o f  A the n ian  c r e d i to r s  and 
greedy whores and goes mad; C o r io la n u s , lo o k in g  a t  h is  
w ife  and m o the r, sees th e  Roman mob who want to  te a r
him to  p ie c e s , and b eg ins  to  a c t l i k e  a madman;
Posthumus, lo o k in g  a t  h is  b r id e ,  who o f  h is  ' la w f u l
p le a s u re  o f t  re s t ra in e d *  h im , sees th e  one Iach im o 
mounted ' l i k e  a fu l l - a c o r n e d  b o a r ' and b eg ins  to  a c t 
l i k e  a madman, (p p . 192 -3 )
We m ig h t d e s c r ib e  t h i s ,  in  K le in ia n  te rm s , as th e  p r o je c t io n  o f  an
in t e r n a l  bad o b je c t  on to  th e  w o rld  o u ts id e .  And c e r t a in ly ,  such te rm s
as 'p r o je c t io n ' ,  'd is s o c ia t io n *  and 'o b je c t - s p l i t t i n g '  come n a tu r a l ly
to  m ind when h e a rin g  H a m le t's  t i r a d e  a g a in s t h is  m o the r:
Look here  upon t h i s  p ic tu r e  and on t h i s ,
The c o u n te r fe i t  p resen tm ent o f  two b ro th e rs .
See What a g race was seated  on t h i s  brow;
H y p e r io n 's  c u r ls ;  th e  f r o n t  o f  Jove h im s e lf ; .
An eye l i k e  M ars, to  th re a te n  and command;
A s ta t io n  l i k e  th e  h e ra ld  M ercury 
N e w -lig h te d  on a h e a v e n -k is s in g  h i l l  -  
A co m b ina tio n  and a form  indeed  
Where eve ry  god d id  seem to  s e t h is  s e a l,
To g iv e  th e  w o rld  assurance o f  a man.
T h is  was your husband. Look you now what fo l lo w s :
Here i s  your husband, l i k e  a m ild e w 'd  ea r .
B la s t in g  h is  wholesome b ro th e r .  Have you eyes?
Could you on t h i s  f a i r  m ounta in  le a v e  to  fe e d , 
and b a tte n  on t h i s  moor? Ha! Have you eyes?
You cannot c a l l  i t  lo v e ;  f o r  a t  you r age 
.The heyday in  th e  b lood  i s  tam e, i t ' s  hum ble,
And w a its  upon th e  judgem ent; and what judgem ent 
Could s tep  from  t h i s  to  t h is ?  ( i l l ,  4 , 53)
— —"You cannot c a l l  i t  lo v e "  -  here  i s  th e  b a s ic  d icho tom y w h ich  was
f i r s t  e x p lo re d  in  Venus and A do n is :
'C a l l  i t  n o t lo v e ,  f o r  Love to  heaven i s  f le d ,
S ince  sw ea ting  lu s t  on e a r th  u s u rp 'd  h is  name;
Under whose s im p le  semblance he ha th  fe d  
Upon fre s h  b e a u ty , b lo tt in g  i t  w ith  b lam e;
Which th e  h o t t y r a n t  s ta in s  and soon be reaves ,
As c a t e r p i l l a r s  do th e  te n d e r le a v e s .
'Love  c o m fo rte th  l i k e  sunsh ine  a f t e r  r a in .
B ut L u s t ' s e f f e c t  i s  tem pest a f t e r  sun;
L o v e 's  g e n t le  s p r in g , do th  a lw ays fre s h  rem a in :
L u s t 's  w in te r  comes e re  summer h a l f  be done.
Love s u r f e i t s  n o t : L u s t l i k e  a g lu t to n  d ie s .
Love i s  a l l  t r u t h  : L u s t f u l l  o f  fo rg e d  l i e s . '  (793)
But th e  h o r ro r  a t  t h i s  d e g ra d a tio n  o f  lo v e ,  o r r a th e r ,  i t s  d is in te g r a t io n
in t o  two lo v e s ,  one o f  w hich i s  no lo v e  a t  a l l ,  i s  most v i v i d l y  expressed
in  T r o i lu s  and C re ss id a  (1 6 0 1 -2 ) , in  w hich th e  b e tra ye d  T r o i lu s  i s ,  l i k e
H am le t, "A d o n is , h a lf-p o s s e s s e d  by. Venus":
T h is  she? No; t h i s  i s  D ipm ed 's C re s s id a .
I f  beau ty  have a s o u l,  t h i s  i s  n o t she;
I f  s o u ls  gu ide  vows, i f  vows be s a n c tim o n ie s ,
I f  th e re  be r u le  in  u n i ty  i t s e l f ,
T h is  was n o t she. 0 madness o f  d is c o u rs e ,
T ha t cause s e ts  up w ith  and a g a in s t i t s e l f !
B i f o ld  a u th o r i t y !  where reason can r e v o l t  
W ith o u t p e r d i t io n ,  and lo s s  assume a l l  reason 
W ith o u t r e v o l t  : t h i s  i s ,  and i s  n o t ,  C re s s id .
W ith in  my s o u l th e re  do th  conduce a f i g h t  
Of t h i s  s tra n g e  n a tu re , th a t  a th in g  in s e p a ra te  
D iv id e s  more w id e r than  th e  sky and e a r th ;
And y e t th e  spac ious  b re ad th  o f  t h i s  d iv is o n
A dm its  no o r i f e x  f o r  a p o in t  as s u b t le
As A r ia c h n e 's  broken w oof to  e n te r .
In s ta n c e , 0 in s ta n c e ! s tro n g  as heaven i t s e l f :
The bonds o f  heaven a re  s l ip p 'd ,  d is s o lv 'd ,  and lo o s 'd ;
And w ith  a n o th e r k n o t, f i v e - f i n g e r - t i e d ,
The f r a c t io n s  o f  he r f a i t h ,  o r ts  o f  he r lo v e ,
The fra g m e n ts , sc ra p s , th e  b i t s ,  and g reasy r e l i c s
Of h e r o 'e r -e a te n  f a i t h ,  a re  bound to  Diomed. (V , 2 , 135)
'" T h is  i s ,  and i s  n o t C re s s id "  : th e  r o le  o f  th e  f a i t h f u l  lo v e r ,  on th e
model o f  O u l ie t ,  i s  g iv in g  way to  th a t  o f  th e  f i c k le  w hore. " I f  th e re
be r u le  in  u n i ty  i t s e l f "  : th e  u n i ty  o f  th e  concep t o f  se xu a l lo v e  now
" d iv id e s  more w id e r than  th e  sky and e a r th " ,  o r  s e x le s s  lo v e  and lo v e le s s
l u s t '  (Moss 1974b).
O th e llo  (1-603) re p re s e n ts  what i s  th e  c le a re s t  paradigm  so f a r  o f
Shakespeare ’ s m yth , w ith  O th e llo  p la y in g  th e  r o le  o f  A d o n is -T a rq u in
possessed by Venus, and Desdemona th e  r o le  o f  L u c re ce . T h u s * O th e llo 's
o u tb u rs t  -  —— .
E x c e lle n t  w re tc h ! P e r d i t io n  ca tch  my so u l 
But I  do lo v e  th e e ; and when I  lo v e  thee  n o t 
Chaos i s  come a ga in  ( i l l ,  3 , 91)
- r e c a l l s  Venus on th e  dea th  o f  A don is :
F o r he be ing  dead, w ith  him i s  beau ty  s la in
And, beauty  dead, b la c k  chaos i s  come a g a in . (1019)
But th e n  he s w itc h e s  back to  be ing  A do n is , p r o je c t in g  Venus on to
Desdemona:
O th e l lo . G ive me your hand. T h is  hand i s  m o is t ,  my 
la d y .
Desdemona. I t  y e t ha th  f e l t  no age nor known no so rro w . . 
O th e l lo . T h is  argues f r u i t f u ln e s s  and l i b e r a l  h e a r t : .
H o t, h o t ,  and m o is t.  T h is  hand o f  yours  re q u ire s  
A s e q u e s te r from  l i b e r t y ,  f a s t in g  and p ra y e r ,
• Much c a s t ig a t io n ,  e x e rc is e  d evo u t;
Fo r h e re 's  a young and sw e a ting  d e v i l  here
T hat commonly re b e ls .  ( i l l ,  4 , 33)
F in a l l y ,  seduced by Ia g o 's  c y n ic a l argum ent th a t  Desdemona's lo v e  i s
m ere ly  "a  lu s t  o f  th e  b lood  and a p e rm is s io n  o f  th e  w i l l " ,  he tu rn s  ...
c o m p le te ly  in t o  T a rq u in  and k i l l s  h e r .
Ia g o 's  argum ent i s  examined in  more d e t a i l  in  th e  two 'p ro b le m  
com edies' which Shakespeare w ro te  a t  abou t th e  same tim e  as O th e l lo : 
A l l ' s  W e ll T ha t Ends W e ll and Measure f o r  Measure. The' open ing  scene 
o f  A l l ' s W e ll c o n ta in s  a d ia lo g u e  between Helena and P a ro l le s  on 
v i r g i n i t y ,  w hich i s  g ive n  re le v a n c e  by th e  fa c t  th a t  Helena i s  in  lo v e
I
w ith  P a ro lle s *  m a s te r, B e rtram . B ertram  r e je c ts  H e le n a 's  lo v e ,  as 
Adon is r e je c t s  Venus. So H elena in v o k e s  Venus' son, C up id , to  h e r
80.
a id :
Now, D ian , from  th y  a l t a r  do I  f l y ,
And to  im p e r ia l Love , th a t  god most h ig h ,
Do my s ig h s  s tream . ( I I ,  3 , 72)
But no sooner has she won him (as  a rew ard  f o r  h e a lin g  th e  K in g ) th a n  he
f le e s  from  h e r to  I t a l y ,  whereupon she beg ins  to  re p e n t o f  h e r V e n u s - lik e
r o le  ( i l l ,  2 , 9 8 -1 2 1 ). Her repen tance  i s  n o t deep, how ever; f o r  she .
e v e n tu a lly  re c a p tu re s  him by means o f  a ’ b e d - t r i c k ’ , s u b s t i t u t in g  h e r s e l f
f o r  a n o th e r woman by h is  s id e .  But t h i s  o n ly  in c re a s e s  h e r re a c t io n
a g a in s t a l l  th e  works o f  Venus:
0 s tra n g e  men! . ,
. That can such sweet use make o f  what th e y  h a te ,
When saucy t r u s t in g  o f  th e  cozen*d th o u g h ts
D e f i le s  th e  p itc h y  n ig h t .  So lu s t  do th  p la y
W ith  what i t  lo a th e s ,  f o r  th a t  w h ich  i s  away. ( IV ,  4 , 21)
We remember The Rape o f  L u c re ce :
0 , deeper s in  than  b o tto m le s s  c o n c e it  
. Can comprehend in  s t i l l  im a g in a t io n .
Drunken D e s ire  must vo m it h is  r e c e ip t ,
Ere he can see h is  own a b o m in a tio n . ( 7 0 l)
The comedy o f  lo v e  has come ve ry  c lo s e  to  becoming a tra g e d y  o f  l u s t .
There i s  a n o th e r ’ b e d - t r ic k *  in  Measure f o r  Measure, whereby M ariana
w ins back Angelo f o r  h e r s e l f .  But in  t h i s  p la y  th e  fo cu s  i s  le s s  on th e
woman tha n  th e  man, and h is  t ra n s fo rm a t io n  from  A don is in t o  T a rq u in .
Thus a t  th e  b e g in n in g  we hear th a t
Lo rd  Angelo i s  p re c is e ;
S tands a t  a guard w ith  envy; sca rce  con fesses
T hat h is  b lood  f lo w s ,  o r  th a t  h is  a p p e t i te
I s  more to  bread th a n  s to n e . ( I ,  3 , 50)
However, remembering R o s a lin e ’ s maxim in  Love ’ s L a b o u r 's  L o s t —
The b lood  o f  you th  burns n o t w ith  such excess 
As g r a v i t y 's  r e v o l t  to  wantonness (V , 2 , 73)
we a re  p repa red  f o r  A n g e lo 's  f a l l  from  grace ( I I ,  2, 1 6 0 -1 8 7 ), and h is  
subsequent a d m iss io n :
B lo od , thou  a r t  b lo o d .
L e t 's  w r i te  'good ang e l ' on th e  d e v i l 's  h o rn ;
'T is  n o t th e  d e v i l 's  c r e s t .  ( I I ,  4 , 15)
S hakespea re 's  a n a ly s is  o f  Angelo i s  as good a s tu d y  o f  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l
e f f e c t s  o f  re p re s s io n  as any o f  F re u d 's  c a s e - h is to r ie s .
In  tim o n  o f  A thens, th e  in v e c t iv e  a g a in s t lu s t  and se xu a l h y p o c r is y  
reaches fe v e r  p i t c h :
S t r ik e  me th e  c o u n te r fe i t  m a tro n ;
I t  i s  he r h a b it  o n ly  th a t  i s  h o n e s t,
H e r s e l f 's  a bawd. ' ( IV ,  3 , 112)
In  K ing L e a r , in  w hich G o n e r il and Regan re p re s e n t lu s t  and C o rd e lia
c h a s t i t y ,  th e  pass ion  c o n tin u e s  unabated:
Behold you s im p 'r in g  dame
Whose fa ce  between he r fo r k s  pressages snow,
T hat m inces v i r t u e  and does shake th e  head
To hea r o f  p le a s u re 's  name -
The f i tc h e w  nor th e  s o i le d  horse  goes t o ' t
W ith  a more r io to u s  a p p e t i te .  ( IV ,  6, 118)
But w ith  Antony and C le o p a tra  (1606 -7 )., we re tu r n  to  a more i d e a l i s t i c
v is io n :
E te r n i t y  was in  our l i p s  and eyes,
B l is s  in  ou r b row s ' b e n t, none, ou r p a r ts  so poor 
But was a ra c e  o f  heaven. ( I ,  3, 35)
There i s  le s s  o f  th a t  savage cyn ic is m  which we f in d  in  T r o i lu s  and
C r B s s i d a :
How th e  d e v i l  lu x u r y ,  w ith  h is  f a t  rump and p o ta to  
f in g e r  t i c k le s  the se  two to g e th e r !  F ry ,  le c h e r ,  f r y !
(V , 2 , 55)
A te n d e re r  f e e l in g  h o ld s  sway:
I  know th a t  a woman i s  a d is h  f o r  th e  gods, i f  th e  
d e v i l  d ress  h e r n o t .  (V , 2 , 271)
This is not to say that the Shakespearean myth and its passions are
a b s e n t. Thus th e  open ing  speech o f  P h ilo  ( I ,  1 , 1 -1 0 ) c a s ts  C le o p a tra  
v e ry  much in  th e  r o le  o f  Venus, which r o le  she c o n tin u e s  to  p la y  u n t i l  ' 
A n to n y 's  d e a th . And A n to n y 's  rage  a t  C le o p a tra 's  f ic k le n e s s  rem inds us 
ve ry  much, o f  O th e l lo 's  T a r q u in - l ik e  ta n tru m s  a g a in s t Desdemona ( I I I ,  13, 
105-131 ; IV , 12, 1 0 -3 9 ). But w h ile  O th e llo  never fo rg a v e  Desdemona h e r  
supposed i n f i d e l i t y ,  Antony bo th  fo rg a v e  C le o p a tra  h e r r e a l weakness and 
wept f o r  pardon h im s e lf .  Thus h is  d ea th -scene  c o n s t i tu te s  th e  f i r s t  r e a l  
r e c o n c i l ia t io n  o f  th e  man and th e  woman, A d o n is -T a rq u in  and Venus- 
L u c re ce , in  Shakespeare, com bin ing  th e  power o f  th e  t ra g e d ie s  w ith  th e  
ly r ic is m  o f  th e  ro m a n tic  comedies and Romeo and J u l i e t :
. C le o p a tra . 0 sun,
Burn th e  g re a t sphere thou  m o v 's t in !
The v a ry in g  shore o ' t h '  w o r ld .  0 A ntony,
A n tony, A n tony! H e lp , Charm ian; h e lp , I r a s ,  h e lp ;
H e lp , f r ie n d s  be low ! L e t 's  draw him h i t h e r .
A n to n y . Peace!
Hot C a e sa r's  v a lo u r  ha th  o 'e r th ro w n  A ntony,
But A n to n y 's  ha th  t r iu m p h 'd  on i t s e l f .
C le o p a tra . So i t  shou ld  be, th a t  none b u t Antony 
Should conquer A ntony; b u t woe ' t i s  so !
A n to n y . I  am d y in g , E g yp t, d y in g ; o n ly  
I  h e re - im p o rtu n e  death  a w h ile ,  u n t i l  
Of many thousand k is s e s  th e  poor la s t  
I  la y  upon th y  l i p s .
C le o p a tra . I  da re  n o t ,  d e a r. ■ /
Dear my lo r d ,  pardon ! I  dare  n o t ,
L e s t I  be ta k e n . Hot th ' im p e r io u s  show 
Of th e  f u l l - f o r t u n ' d Caesar eve r s h a l l  
Be b ro o c h 'd  w ith  me. I f  k n i f e ,  d ru g s , s e rp e n ts , have 
Edge, s t in g ,  o r o p e ra t io n ,  I  am s a fe .
Your w ife  O c ta v ia , w ith  he r modest eyes 
And s t i l l  c o n c lu s io n , s h a l l  a c q u ire  no honour 
Demuring upon me. But come, come, Antony -  
Help me, my women -  we must draw thee  up;
A s s is t ,  good f r ie n d s .
A n to n y . 0 , q u ic k ,  o r I  am gone.
C le o p a tra , H e re 's  s p o r t  in d e e d ! How heavy w eighs my lo r d !
Our s tre n g th  i s  a l l  gone in to  h e a v in e ss ;
T hat makes th e  w e ig h t. Had I  g re a t D uno's pow er,
The s tro n g -w in g 'd  M ercury shou ld  fe tc h  thee  up,
And s e t  thee  by Gove's s id e .  Yet come a l i t t l e .  ' 
W ishers were ever f o o l s .  0 come, come, come,
They heave Antony a l o f t  t o  C le o p a t ra . 
And welcome, welcome! D ie where thou  h a s t  l i v ' d .
Quicken .w ith  k i s s in g .  Had my l i p s  t h a t  power,
Thus would I  wear them o u t .
A l l . A heavy s ig h t !
A n to n y . I  am d y in g ,  E gyp t,  d y i n g . . .  ( IV ,  15, 9) '
C le o p a t ra 's  metamorphosis i s  completed a f t e r  A n to n y ’ s d ea th ,  when 
by a death m atch ing  h is  she sheds th e  f i c k l e ,  V e n u s - l ik e  e lem ents o f  
her n a tu re :
Husband, I  come.
Now to  t h a t  name my courage prove my t i t l e !
I  am f i r e  and a i r ;  my o th e r  e lem ents
I  g iv e  to  baser l i f e .  (V , 2, 285).
L ik e  th e  Phoen ix , l i k e  Shakespeare 's  "p o o r  s o u l "  i n  Sonnet 146 , she
i s  reb o rn  from th e  ashes o f  her fo rm e r l i f e :
So s h a l t  tho u  feed  on Death, t h a t  feeds on men,
And, Death once dead, t h e r e 's  no more d y in g  th e n .
O c tav iu s  C a e sa r 's  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  her when dead -
she lo o k s  l i k e  s le e p ,
As she would ca tch  ano the r  Antony
In  her s t ro n g  t o i l  o f  g race . (V ,  2, 343)
- r e m i n d s  us o f  The Rape o f  L u c re c e :
The f le s h  be ing  p roud , D e s ire  doth  f i g h t  w i t h  Grace. (712)
, But i t  i s  Grace, no t D e s ire ,  t h a t  i n  Shakespeare 's  eyes has tr ium phed ,
a t  the  end o f  Antony and C le o p a t ra . And i t  i s  n e i t h e r  Venus and Adon is  
nor The Rape o f  L u c re c e , bu t  th e  l a s t  and most m y s te r io u s  o f  Shakespeare* 
n a r r a t i v e  poems, The Phoenix and T u r t l e , t h a t  g iv e s  us th e  c lu e  to  th e  
p la y 's  meaning:
Death i s  now the  p h o e n ix '  n e s t ;
And the  t u r t l e ' s  l o y a l  b re a s t
To e t e r n i t y  doth  r e s t
84.
Leav ing  no p o s t e r i t y  -  
'Twas no t t h e i r  i n f i r m i t y ,
I t  was m a rr ie d  c h a s t i t y .  (56)
T h is  i s  th e  id e a l  whose r e a l i t y  Shakespeare was a lways t r y i n g  to  a s c e r ta in :
th e  i d e a l  o f  a lo v e  which i s  bo th  sexua l and ch as te .  Antony and C le o p a tra
i s  h is  ' p r o o f 1 t h a t  such a lo v e  i s  p o s s ib le .
In  th e  f i n a l  p la y s ,  Shakespeare does no t e x p lo re  any new aspec t o f
th e  r o le  o f  th e  l o v e r ,  bu t  i s  c o n te n t  t o  echo themes from th e  t r a g e d ie s
( e s p e c ia l l y  O t h e l l o ) .  w h i le  r e c o n t in u in g  h is  i n v e c t i v e  a g a in s t  l u s t .
Thus M arina  i n  P e r i c le s : >
I f  f i r e s  be h o t ,  k n iv e s  sha rp ,  o r  w a te rs  deep,
U n t ie d  I  s t i l l  my v i r g i n  kn o t  w i l l  keep. ( I V , 4, 100)
And Iach im o i n  C ym be lihe :
The c lo ye d  w i l l  -  
Tha t s a t i a t e  y e t  u n s a t i s f ie d  d e s i r e ,  t h a t  tu b  
Both f i l l ' d  and ru n n in g  -  ra ve n in g  f i r s t  th e  lamb,
Longs a f t e r  f o r  th e  garbage. ( I ,  6, 46)
And Leontes i n  The W in te r 's  T a le :
There have been,
Or I  am much d e c e iv 'd ,  cu cko lds  e re  now;
And many a man th e re  i s ,  even a t  t h i s  p re s e n t ,
Mow w h i le  I  speak t h i s ,  h o ld s  h is  w i fe  by th 'a r m  *
That l i t t l e  t h in k s  she has been - s l u i c ' d  i n ' s  absence,
And h is  pond f i s h ' d  by h is  nex t  n e igh b o u r ,  by .
S i r  S m ile ,  h is  n e igh b ou r .  ( I ,  2 , 190)
Even i n  the  l y r i c a l  music o f  The Tempest, th e  s t r u g g le  between
l u s t  ( p e r s o n i f ie d  by C a l ib a n )  and c h a s t i t y  (M iranda ) i s  never f a r  from
th e  s u r fa c e .  Thus Prospero  to  h is  f u t u r e  s o n - in - la w ,  F e rd in an d :
Then, as my g i f t ,  and t h in e  own a c q u i s i t i o n ,
W o r th i ly  p u rc h a s 'd ,  take  my d a u g h te r .  But 
I f  thou dos t break her v i r g i n - k n o t  b e fo re  
A l l  sanc t im on ious  ceremonies may 
W ith  f u l l  and h o ly  r i t e  be m i n i s t ' re d ,
No sweet a s p e rs io n  s h a l l  th e  heavens l e t  f a l l  
To make t h i s  c o n t r a c t  grow;- b u t  b a rren  h a te ,
S o u r -e y 'd  d is d a in ,  and d is c o rd ,  s h a l l  bestrew  
The un ion  o f  your bed w i th  weeds so l o a t h l y  
That you s h a l l  ha te  i t  b o t h . . .
Look thou  be t r u e ;  do no t  g iv e  d a l l ia n c e
Too much th e  r e i n ;  th e  s t ro n g e s t  oa ths  a re  s tra w
To t h ' f i r e  i ' t h ' b l o o d .  ( IV ,  1, 13, 51)
So th e  s p e c t re  d e s c r ib e d  i n  Sonnet 129 s t i l l  haunted Shakespeare a t  th e
end; •
T h 1expense o f  s p i r i t  i n  a waste o f  shame 
I s  l u s t  i n  . a c t i o n . . .
And y e t  we can see i n  th e  "b ra v e  new w o r ld "  o f  The Tempest a g l im p se  o f
t h a t  v i s io n  o f  t r u e ,  chas te  lo v e  tow ards  which Shakespeare has been
g ro p in g  s in c e  th e  e a r ly  comedies, and o f  which he had a l re a d y  g ive n  th e
c le a r e s t  e xp re ss io n  s e v e ra l  years  b e fo re ,  i n  Sonnet 116:
L e t .me n o t  to  the  m a rr iage  o f  t r u e  minds 
Admit im ped im ents . Love i s  n o t  lo v e  
Which a l t e r s  when i t  a l t e r a t i o n  f i n d s ,
Or bends w i th  the  remover to  remove.
0, no! i t  i s  an e v e r - f i x e d  mark,
That lo o k s  on tem pests and i s  never shaken;
I t  i s  th e  s t a r  to  every  wond1r in g  b a rk ,
Whose w o r th ' s unknown, a l th o u g h  h is  h e ig h t  be ta k e n .
Love ' s n o t  T im e 's  f o o l ,  though rosy  l i p s  and cheeks 
W ith in  h is  bending s i c k l e ' s  compass come;
Love a l t e r s  no t  w i th  h is  b r i e f  hours  and weeks,
But bears i t  ou t  even to  the  edge o f  doom.
I f  t h i s  be e r r o r ,  and upon me p r o v 'd ,
I  never w r i t ,  nor no man ever l o v ' d .
2. The S o ld ie r  : P r id e  o r  H u m i l i t y
The f o u r t h  o f  Shakespeare 's  seven ages o f  man i s  t h a t  o f  th e  •
s o l d i e r ,  -
F u l l  o f  s t ra h g e  o a th s ,  and bearded l i k e  the  p a rd ,
Jea lou s  i n  honour, sudden and q u ic k  i n  q u a r r e l ,
Seeking th e  bubb le  r e p u ta t io n  
Even i n  th e  cannon 's  mouth.
As You L ik e  I t t I I ,  7 , 150.
But t h i s  i s  th e  lo w e r  k in d  o f  s o ld i e r ,  seek ing  o n ly  h is  own honour and 
r e p u ta t io n ,  and i n f l a t e d  by p r id e .  There i s  ano the r  k in d  o f  s o ld i e r  who 
humbly s u b o rd in a te s  h is  own honour t o  t h a t  o f  God, k in g  and c o u n t ry .
Both k in d s  are  to  be found in  S hakespeare 's  h i s t o r i e s  and t r a g e d ie s .
And th e  c o n f l i c t  between th e  two k in d s  o f  h o n o u r -s e e k in g ,  th e  one proud 
and s e l f - c e n t r e d  and th e  o th e r  humble and s e l f - s a c r i f i c i n g ,  c o n s t i t u t e s  
th e  second main source o f  te n s io n  i n  Shakespearean man.
The em ptiness o f  human v a in g lo r y  i s  u n fo r g e t t a b ly  expressed by 
H a s t in g s  i n  R icha rd  I I I , j u s t  a f t e r  he has heard the  sentence  o f  h is  
own e x e c u t io n ;
0 momentary grace o f  m o r ta l  men,
Which we more hun t f o r  than  th e  grace o f  God! '
Who b u i ld s  h is  hope i n  a i r  o f  your good lo o k s  . •
L iv e s  l i k e  a drunken s a i l o r  on a mast,
Ready w i th  every  nod to  tum ble  down
I n to  th e  f a t a l  bowels o f  th e  deep. ( i l l ,  4 , 98)
H is  e x e c u t io n e r ,  R icha rd  Crookback, had a l re a d y  t o l d  i n  3 Henry V I t o f
the  s e l f - im p o s e d  i s o l a t i o n  which a m b i t io n  in v o lv e s ,  j u s t  a f t e r  k i l l i n g
Henry V I :
I- have no t b r o th e r ,  I  am l i k e  no b r o th e r ;
And t h i s  word ' l o v e ' ,  which g reybeards  c a l l  d i v in e ,
Be r e s id e n t  i n  men l i k e  one a n o th e r ,
And no t  i n  me! I  am m y s e l f  a lo n e .
C la re n ce ,  beware; thou  k e e p 's t  me from th e  l i g h t ,
But I  w i l l  s o r t  a p i t c h y  day f o r  th e e ;
For I  w i l l  buzz abroad such p ro ph e c ies  
That Edward s h a l l  be f e a r f u l  o f  h i s  l i f e ;
And then  to  purge h is  f e a r ,  I ' l l  be th y  d e a th . '
K ing Henry and th e  P r in ce h is  son are  gone.
C la re n ce ,  th y  t u r n  i s  n e x t ,  and then  th e  r e s t ;
C ount ing  m y s e lf  bu t  bad t i l l  I  be b e s t .
I ' l l  th row  th y  body i n  a n o the r  room,
And t r iu m p h ,  Henry, i n  th y  day o f  doom. (V , 6, 80)
The i r o n y  i s  R ic h a rd 's  day o f  doom i s  th e  occas ion  o f  a n o th e r  H e n ry 's
t r iu m p h  -  on Bosworth f i e l d .  And then  s o ld i e r  R icha rd  f i n d s  a l l  h i s
courage d r a in  away, h is  lo n e l in e s s  too  much f o r  him to  b e a r :
. What do I  fe a r?  M yse lf?  T h e re 's  none e ls e  by.
R icha rd  lo v e s  R ic h a rd ;  t h a t  i s ,  I  am I .
I s  th e re  a m urderer h e re?  No -  yes, I  am.
Then f l y .  What, from m yse lf?  G rea t reason why -  
L e s t  I  revenge. What, m y s e lf  upon m yse lf?
A la c k ,  I  lo v e  m y s e l f .  ( R icha rd  I I I , V, 3 , 182)
In  K ing John (1 5 9 6 -7 ) ,  th e  b a s ta rd  F a u lc o n b r id g e  i s  a t  f i r s t  a
s o ld ie r  o f  th e  s e l f - s e e k in g ,  a v a r ic io u s  k in d  : He a c q u ire s  a n ob le  name
and serves  the  h ig h e s t  b id d e r :
B e l l ,  book and cand le  s h a l l  no t  d r iv e  me back,
When g o ld  and s i l v e r  becks me to  come on. ( i l l , 3 , 12)
He sees t h a t  a v a r ic e ,  "com m od ity " ,  i s  "the b ia s  o f  the  w o r ld " ;  and so ,
S ince  k in g s  break f a i t h  upon commodity,
G a in , be my l o r d ,  f o r  I  w i l l  w o rsh ip  th e e .  ( I I ,  1 , 597)
F o r .a m b i t io n  i s  a s p i r i t u a l  a v a r ic e .
But ove r the  dead body o f  P r in c e  A r th u r  he beg ins  t o  change:
Go, bear him i n  th y  arms. ■
I  am amaz'd, m e th inks ,  and lo s e  my way 
Among th e  th o rn s  and dangers o f  t h i s  w o r ld .
How easy dos t  thou  ta ke  a l l  England up!
From f o r t h  t h i s  m orse l o f  d e a d ' r o y a l t y  
The l i f e ,  the  - r ig h t ,  and t r u t h  o f  a l l  t h i s  rea lm  
I s  f l e d  to  heaven; and England now i s  l e f t  
To tug  and scamble, and to  p a r t  by t h ' te e th  
The unowed i n t e r e s t  o f  p ro u d -s w e l l in g  s t a t e .
Now f o r  th e  b a r e - p ic k 'd  bone o f  m a jes ty  
Doth dogged war b r i s t l e  h is  angry c r e s t  
And s n a r le th  i n  th e  g e n t le  eyes o f  peace;
Now powers from home and d is c o n te n ts  a t  home 
Meet i n  one l i n e ;  and v a s t  c o n fu s io n  w a i t s ,
As doth  a raven on a s i c k - f a l l ' n  b e a s t ,
The imm inent decay o f—w res ted  pomp. ( I V , . 3, 138)
D isgus ted  by a m b i t io n ,  he tu r n s  to  th e  t r u e  honour; and by th e  end o f
the  p la y  he has become a s e l f l e s s  de fende r o f  l e g i t im a t e  a u t h o r i t y .
The same theme i s  e la b o ra te d ,  i n  c o n s id e ra b ly  more d e t a i l ,  i n  th e
t e t r a lo g y  o f  h i s t o r i e s .  R icha rd  I I , Henry IV p a r ts  1 and 2 . and Henry V.
Thus p e rs o n a l  honour and a m b it io n  i s  th e  m o t ive  o f  th e  d u e l between
Mowbray and B o l in g b ro k e  a t  th e  b e g in n in g  o f  R icha rd  I I . Mowbray t o  th e
K ing : .
My d ea r ,  dear l o r d ,
The p u re s t  t re a s u re  m o r ta l  t im e s  a f f o r d  
I s  s p o t le s s  r e p u ta t io n ;  t h a t  away,
Men are bu t g i ld e d  loam o r p a in te d  c la y .
A je w e l i n  a te n - t im e s  b a r r 'd - u p  ches t 
I s  a bo ld  s p i r i t  i n  a l o y a l  b re a s t .
Mine honour i s  my l i f e ;  bo th  grow in  one;
Take honour from me and my l i f e  i s  done:
Then, dear my l i e g e ,  mine honour l e t  me t r y ;
In  t h a t  I  l i v e ,  and f o r  t h a t  w i l l  I  d ie .  ( I ,  1 , 176)
T h is  seems s e l f l e s s ,  b u t  i s  n o t .  More o b v io u s ly  v a in g lo r i o u s  i s  H o tspu r*
bravado i n  1 Henry IV :
By heaven, m e th inks  i t  were an easy le a p  
To p lu c k  b r i g h t  honour from th e  p a le - f a c 'd  moon;
Or d iv e  i n t o  the  bottom o f  th e  deep,
Where f a th o m - l in e  cou ld  never touch  the  ground,
And p lu c k  up drowned honour by th e  lo c k s ;
So he t h a t  doth  redeem her thence  m igh t wear
W ith o u t  c o r r i v a l  a l l  he r  d i g n i t i e s .  . ( I ,  3 , 201)
F a l s t a f f ,  however, has no such h ig h  o p in io n  o f  a s o l d i e r ' s  honour:
P r in c e . Why, thou owest God a dea th .  E x i t .
F a l s t a f f . ' T i s  no t  due y e t ;  I  would be lo a th  to  pay him ' 
be fo re  h is  day. What neBd I  be so fo rw a rd  w i th  him 
t h a t  c a l l s  no t  on me? W e l l ,  ' t i s  no m a t te r ;  honour
p r i c k s  me on. Yea, bu t how i f  honour p r i c k  me o f f  
when I  come on? How then?  Can honour s e t  t o  a 
le g ?  . No. Or an a rm t No, Or ta k e  away th e  g r i e f  
o f  a wound? No. Honour ha th  no s k i l l  i n  s u rg e ry ,  
then? No. What i s  honour? A word. What i s  i n  
t h a t  word? Honour. What i s  t h a t  honour? A i r .
A t r im  re c k o n in g .  Who ha th  i t ?  He t h a t  d ie d  o '  . . 
Wednesday. Doth he f e e l  i t ?  No. Doth he hear 
i t ?  No. 'T i s  in s e n s ib le  then? Yea, to  th e  dead.
But w i l l  i t  no t  l i v e  w i th  th e  l i v i n g ?  No. Why? 
D e t ra c t io n  w i l l  no t  s u f f e r  i t .  T h e re fo re  I ' l l  
none o f  i t .  Honour i s  a mere scu tcheon . And so 
ends my ca te ch ism . (V, 1, 126)
T h is  i s  an honourab le  excuse f o r  cowardice'. And c e r t a i n l y ,  Honour,
"p a s t  reason h u n te d " ,  becomes, "no sooner had, p as t  reason h a te d "  -  as
B o l in g b ro k e ,  new K ing Henry th e  F o u r th ,  ve ry  e lo q u e n t ly  d e s c r ib e s :
How many thousands o f  my p o o re s t  s u b je c ts
Are a t  t h i s  hour a s le e p !  0 s le e p ,  0 g e n t le  s le e p ,
N a tu re 's  s o f t  n u rse ,  how have. I  f r i g h t e d  th e e ,
That thou  no more w i l t  weigh my e y e l id s  down,
And s teep  my senses i n  f o r g e t fu ln e s s ?
Why r a t h e r ,  s le e p ,  l i e s t  thou  i n  smoky c r i b s ,
Upon uneasy p a l l e t s  s t r e t c h in g  th e e ,
And hush 'd  w i th  b uzz ing  n i g h t - f l i e s  to  th y  s lum ber,
Than in  the  p e r fu m 'd  chambers o f  th e  g re a t ,
Under th e  canop ies o f  c o s t l y  s t a t e ,
And l u l l ' d  w i th  sound o f  sw ee tes t melody?
0 thou  d u l l  god, why l i e s t  thou  w i th  th e  v i l e  
In  loathsome beds, and l e a v ' s t  th e  k in g ly  couch 
A watch-case  .or a common- ' la r u m - b e l l?
W i l t  thou  upon th e  h ig h  and g id dy  mast
Seal up the  s h ip - b o y 's  eyes, and ro ck  h is  b ra in s
In  c ra d le  o f  th e  rude im p e r io u s  su rg e ,
And in  th e  v i s i t a t i o n  o f  th e  w inds ,
Who ta ke  th e  r u f f i a n  b i l l o w s  by th e  to p ,
C u r l in g  t h e i r  monstrous heads, and hanging them 
W ith  d e a f in g  c lamour i n  th e  s l i p p e r y  c lo u d s ,
That w i th  th e  h u r ly  death i t s e l f  awakes?
Canst th o u ,  0 p a r t i a l  s le e p ,  g iv e  th y  repose 
To th e  wet sea-boy i n  an hour so rude ;
And i n  th e  ca lm est and most s t i l l e s t  n ig h t ,
W ith  a l l  a p p l ia n c e s  and means to  b o o t ,
. Deny i t  to  a k in g ?  Then, happy lo w ,  l i e  down!
Uneasy l i e s  th e  heed t h a t  wears a crown.
( 2 Henry IV . I l l ,  1 , 5)
I t  i s  l e f t  t o  h is  son, who has a l re a d y  des troyed  H o ts p u r 's  honour
( " I l l - w e a v 'd  a m b i t io n ,  how much a r t  thou  s h r u n k ! " ) ,  t o  show t h a t  th e
k in g ly  crown can be worn, i f  no t  w i th o u t  a n x ie t y ,  a t  any r a te  w i th o u t
shame. For i n  Henry V he goes- i n t o  b a t t l e ,  no t f o r  h i s  p e rs o n a l
r e p u ta t io n ,  bu t  f o r  th e  sake o f  E n g la n d 's  honour. Not t h a t  th e  Chorus
does n o t  have i t s  doub ts  -
And so our scene must to  th e  b a t t l e  f l y ;
Where -  0 f o r  p i t y !  -  we s h a l l  much d is g ra c e
W ith  f o u r  o r  f i v e  most v i l e  and ragged f o i l s , .
R ig h t  i l l - d i s p o s ' d  i n  b ra w l r i d i c u l o u s ,
The name o f  A g in c o u r t .  : ( IV ,  P ro lo g u e ,  48)
And K ing Henry, a l th o u g h  f u l l y  aware o f  the  em ptiness o f  t h a t  " i d o l
Ceremony", i s  n e v e r th e le s s  consc ious  t h a t  he i s  a t t r a c t e d  by i t :
By Jove, I  am no t covetous f o r  g o ld ,
Nor care  I  who doth  no t feed upon my c o s t ;
I t  yearns me no t i f  men my garments wear;
Such outward  th in g s  d w e l l  no t  i n  my d e s i re s .
But i f  i t  be a s in  to  cove t honour,
I  am th e  most o f fe n d in g  s o u l  a l i v e .  ( IV ,  3, 24)
But a f t e r  th e  v i c t o r y  he fo rego es  a l l  o p p o r tu n i t y  f o r  s e l f -a g g ra n d is e m e n t
f o r  which th e  Chorus commends him:
’ He f o r b i d s  i t ,
Being f r e e  from va inness  and s e l f - g l o r i o u s  p r id e ;
G iv in g  f u l l  t r o p h y ,  s ig n a l ,  and o s te n t ,
Q u ite  from h im s e l f  to  God. (V , P ro lo gu e , 19.)
T h is ,  i n  Shakespeare 's  eyes, i s  th e  t r u e  honour : n o t  p roud , s e l f - s e e k in g
a m b it io n ,  bu t  humble, s e l f - e f f a c i n g  s e rv ic e  and obed ience .
But t h i s  obedience i s  no t  w i th o u t  s u f f e r i n g ,  e s p e c ia l l y  f o r  him whom
a l l  o th e rs  obey:
Upon th e  K ing ! L e t  us our l i v e s ,  our s o u ls ,
Our d e b ts ,  our c a r e fu l  w ive s ,  
t Our c h i ld r e n ,  and our s in s ,  la y  on th e  K in g !
We must bear a l l . ; .  0 hard  c o n d i t io n ,
T w in -bo rn  w i th  g re a tn e s s ,  s u b je c t  t o  th e  b re a th
Of every  f o o l ,  whose sense no more can f e e l  
But h is  own . r in g in g !  What i n f i n i t e  h e a r t ' s  ease.
Must k in g s  n e g le c t  t h a t  p r i v a t e  men e n jo y !
And what have k in g s  t h a t  p r i v a t e s  have no t to o ,
Save ceremony — save g e n e ra l ceremony?
And what a r t  th o u ,  t hou i d o l  Ceremony?
What k in d  o f  god a r t  th o u ,  t h a t  s u f f e r ' s t  more
Of m o r ta l  g r i e f s  than  do th y  w o r s h ip p e r s ? . . . ( IV ,  1 , 226)
However, by f i g h t i n g  f o r  th e  t r u e  honour and b e a r in g  w i th  th e  ceremony,
he can a tone f o r  th e  d ish on o u r  o f  h is  f a t h e r :
0 God o f  b a t t l e s ,  s t e e l  my s o ld i e r s '  h e a r ts ,
Possess them no t w i th  fear-! Take from them now 
The. sense o f  r e c k 'n in g ,  i f  th 'o p p o se d  numbers 
P luck  t h e i r  h e a r ts  from them! Not to d a y ,  0 L o rd ,  ;
0, no t t o - d a y ,  t h i n k  n o t upon the  f a u l t
My f a t h e r  made i n  compassing th e  c r o w n ! . . .  ( IV ,  1 , 285)
Honour r a te s  h ig h e r  than  lo v e  i n  th e  s o l d i e r ' s  s c a le  o f  v a lu e s ,  and 
Shakespeare g iv e s  us s e v e ra l  examples o f  a s o l d i e r ' s  w i fe  s u f f e r i n g ,  
e .g .  B lanch i n  K ing John ( i l l .  2, 3 0 0 -1 6 ) .  Lady Percy i n  1 Henry IV 
( 11, 3, 3 3 -9 9 ) ,  and P o r t i a  i n  J u l i u s  C aesar- ( i - I .  1 , 2 7 8 -3 0 3 ) .  And th e  
c o n f l i c t  between lo v e  and honour becomes a m a jo r theme o f  th e  t r a g e d ie s .  
Thus Hamlet s a c r i f i c e s  h is  lo v e  f o r  O phe lia  on the  a l t a r  o f  h i s  dead
f a t h e r ' s  honour; T r o i l u s  j u s t i f i e s  th e  T ro ja n s '  r e f u s a l  to  g iv e  back.
Helen to  he r la w f u l  husband o n . th e  grounds t h a t  she i s  "a  theme o f  - 
honour and renown"; O th e l lo  murders Desdemona because h e r  supposed 
i n f i d e l i t y  i s  a s t a i n  on h is  s o l d i e r ' s  honour; Lear d i s i n h e r i t s  th e  d a u g h te r  
he lo v e s  most because o f  h e r  r e f u s a l  to  f l a t t e r  h im; Macbeth k i l l s  th e  
k in g  he lo v e s  because he cannot bear h is  w i f e ' s  ta u n ts  o f  u nm an lin e ss ;
Antony i s  t o r n  between h is  E gyp t ian  lo v e  and h is  Roman honour;
C o r io la n u s  tu r n s  a g a in s t  th e  c i t y  he has lo ve d  and se rved  a l l  h i s  l i f e  
because o f  t h e i r  i n g r a t i t u d e ;  and Timon does th e  same.
Particularly instructive is Othello, in which Othello's honour as
a s o ld i e r  i s  so i n t im a t e l y  bound w i th  h is  success as a lo v e r  t h a t  when
he r 'h o n o u r '  ( i . e .  c h a s t i t y )  i s  impugned by 'h o n e s t*  ( i . e .  h o n o u rab le )
Ia g o ,  he mourns f i r s t  o f  a l l  h is  ca re e r  as a s o ld i e r :
I  had been happy i f  the  g e n e ra l camp,
P ionee rs  and a l l ,  had ta s te d  her. sweet body,
So I  had n o th in g  known. 0, now f o r  ever 
F a re w e l l  th e  t r a n q u i l  m ind! F a re w e l l  c o n te n t !
F a re w e l l  th e  plumed t r o o p s ,  and th e  b ig  wars 
That makes a m b it io n  v i r t u e !  0, f a r e w e l l !
F a re w e l l  th e  n e ig h in g  s teed  and th e  s h r i l l  t rum p ,
The s p i r i t - s t i r r i n g  drum, t h ' e a r - p ie r c in g  f i f e ,
The r o y a l  banner, and a l l  q u a l i t y ,
P r id e ,  pomp, and c ircu m s ta n ce ,  o f  g lo r io u s  war!
And 0 ye m o r ta l  eng ines whose rude t h r o a t s  
T h ' im m o r ta l  J o v e 's  dread c lam ours c o u n t e r f e i t ,
F a re w e l l !  O t h e l l o 's  o c c u p a t io n 's  gone. ( i l l ,  3 , 349)
I t  i s  h is  s o l d i e r ' s  honour t h a t  has won him th e  h e a r t  o f  Desdemona:
She l o v 'd  me f o r  th e  dangers I  had p a s s 'd ;
And I  l o v ' d  her t h a t ,  she d id  p i t y  them. ( I ,  3 , 167.)
And i t  i s  h is  concern f o r  h is  r e p u ta t io n  t h a t  Iago uses to  b r in g  him to
d e s t r u c t io n :
Good name in  man and woman, dear my l o r d ,
I s  th e  imm ediate  je w e l o f  t h e i r  s o u ls :
Who s te a ls  my purse s t e a ls  t r a s h ;  ' t i s  som eth ing , n o th in g ;  
'Twas m ine, ' t i s  h i s ,  and has been s la v e  to  tho usands ;
But he t h a t  f i l c h e s  from me my good name
Robs me o f  t h a t .w h ic h  no t e n r ic h e s  him
And makes me poor indeed . ( i l l , 3 , 159)
He murders Desdemona f o r  h o n o u r 's  sake:
An honourab le  m u rde re r ,  i f  you w i l l ;
For nought I  d id  i n  h a te ,  bu t a l l  i n  honour. (V , 2, 297)
And he k i l l s  h im s e l f  t o  sa lvage  some o f  h is  s o l d i e r ' s  honour:
S e t ’ you down t h i s :
And say bes ides  t h a t  i n  Aleppo once,
Where a m a l ig n a n t  and a tu r b a n 'd  Turk 
Beat a V ene t ian  and t r a d u c 'd  th e  s t a t e ,
I  to o k  by t h ' t h r o a t  " th e ' c i rc u m c is e d  dog',
And smote him -  th u s .  He s tab s  h im s e l f . (V , 2, 354)
For "why shou ld  honour o u t l i v e  hones ty?11
Iago a ls o  lo v e s  h is  honour as a s o ld i e r .  That i s  why he i s  je a lo u
o f  th e  man who has p ipped him f o r  the  p os t  o f  O t h e l l o 's  l i e u t e n a n t :
Three g re a t  ones o f  th e  c i t y ,
In  p e rso n a l s u i t  to  make me h is  l i e u t e n a n t ,
O f f - c a p p 'd  to  h im ; arid, by th e  f a i t h  o f  man,
I  know my p r i c e ,  I  am w orth  no worse a p la c e .
But he, as lo v in g  h is  own p r id e  and purposes,
Evades them w i th  a bombast c ircum s tance  
H o r r i b l y  s t u f f ' d  w i th  e p i t h e ts  o f  war;
And, i n  c o n c lu s io n ,
N o n su its  my m e d ia to rs ;  'F o r ,  c a r t e s , * says he 
' I  have a lre a d y  chose my o f f i c e r . '
And what was he?
F o rs o o th ,  a g re a t  a r i t h m e t i c ia n ,
One M ich a e l C a ss io ,  a F lo r e n t i n e ,
A f e l l o w  a lm ost damn'd i n  a f a i r  w i f e ,
That never se t  a squadron i n  th e  f i e l d ,
Nor th e  d i v i s i o n  o f  a b a t t l e  knows
More than  a s p in s te r ;  un less  the  book ish  t h e o r i c ,
Wherein th e  toged consu ls  can propose
As m a s te r ly  as he -  mere p r a t t l e ,  w i th o u t  p r a c t i c e ,
I s  a l l  h i s  s o ld ie r s h ip .  ( I ,  1 , 8)
And j u s t  as O t h e l l o 's  v a n i t y  le a ds  him to  suspect Desdemona, so Iago
le a ds  him to  suspec t both Desdemona (w i th  C ass io ) and h is  own w i fe
E m i l ia  ( w i th  th e  M oor).
Ano ther s o ld ie r -m a c h ia v e l  i s  Edmund i n  K ing L e a r , who, l i k e  
F a lc o n b r id g e  i n  K in g  John., i s  a b a s ta rd  who succeeds ( t e m p o r a r i l y )  i n  
s u p p la n t in g  h is  l e g i t im a t e  b r o th e r ,  Edgar. He in vo kes  'N a tu r e '  as h is  
goddess ( I I ,  1, 1 -2 2 ) ,  and t h e 'd u e l  t h a t  he has w i th  Edgar a t  th e  end 
o f  th e  p la y  i s  r e a l l y  a due l between two r i v a l . co n ce p t io n s  o f  what i s  
'n a tu r a l  and l e g i t im a t e  — t h a t  expressed i n  the  p r i n c i p l e  'm ig h t  i s  
r i g h t ' ,  a c c o rd in g  to  which honour i s  due to  th e  s t r o n g e s t ,  no m a t te r  
how he g a ins  h i s  s t r e n g th ;  and t h a t  o f  'God i s  r i g h t * ,  whereby honour
i s  due to  l e g i t im a t e  k in g s  and p a re n ts ,  however weak th e y  may be 
(Danby, 1952 ).  The l e g i t im a t e  Edgar w in s ,  and Edmund re p e n ts  - t h e  
f i r s t  such c h a ra c te r  to  do so i n  the  Shakespearean s e r ie s .
The n ex t i n  th e  s e r ie s ,  Macbeth, i s  p resen ted  a t  th e  b e g in n in g  o f
th e  p la y  as the  model s o ld ie r  -  b ra ve ,  l o y a l  and o b e d ie n t  ( I ,  2 , 7 -6 8 ) .
But w h i le  the- w i tc h e s  s t im u la te  h is  l a t e n t  p r id e  and a m b i t io n ,  h i s  w i fe
ta u n ts  him w i th  th e  charge o f  cow ard ice :
Lady Macbeth. A r t  thou  a fe a rd
To be th e  same i n  t h in e  own a c t  and v a lo u r  
As thou  a r t  i n  d e s i re ?  W ouldst thou  have t h a t  
Which thou e s te e m 's t  the  ornament o f  l i f e ,
And l i v e  a coward i n  t h in e  own esteem, >
L e t t i n g  ' I  dare n o t '  w a i t  upon ' I  w o u ld ' ,
L ik e  the  poor c a t  i ' t h 'a d a g e ?
Macbeth. P r i t h e e ,  peace:
I  dare do a l l  t h a t  may become a man;
Who dares do more i s  none. ( I ,  7 , 39)
J u s t  as O th e l lo  k i l l e d  Desdemona to  wipe ou t th e  shamB o f  h is  supposed
c u c k o ld ry ,  so Macbeth murders Duncan to  s t i f l e  th e  ta u n ts  o f  h i s  w i f e :
Now o 'e r  th e  one h a l f - w o r ld  
N ature  seems dead, and w icked dreams abuse .
The c u r t a i n ' d  s le e p ;  now w i t c h c r a f t  c e le b ra te s  
Pale  H e c a te 's  o f f e r i n g s ;  and w i t h e r 'd  m urder,
A la ru m 'd  by h is  s e n t i n e l ,  th e  w o l f ,
Whose h o w l 's  h is  watch, th u s  w i th  h is  s t e a l t h y  pace,
W ith  T a r q u in 's  r a v is h in g  s t r i d e s ,  tow ards h is  des ign  
Moves l i k e  a g h o s t .  ( I I ,  1 , 49)
Macbeth i s  T a rq u in ,  fu s in g  i n  h is  person th e  images o f . th e  l o v e r - r a p i s t
and s o ld ie r - m u r d e r e r ; and the  s e t t i n g  o f  h is  c r im e  i s  d e s c r ib e d  i n  th e
words o f  L u c re c e 's  lam en t:
'0  c o m f o r t - k i l l i n g  N ig h t ,  image o f  h e l l !
Dim r e g i s t e r  and n o ta ry  o f  shame!
B lack  s tage  f o r  t r a g e d ie s  and murders f e l l !
Vast s in - c o n c e a l in g  chaos! nurse o f  blame!
B l in d  m u f f le d  bawd! dark  h a rbou r f o r  defame!
Grim cave o f  dea th !  w h is p ' r i n g  c o n s p i r a to r ,
W ith  c lo s e - to n g u 'd  t re a s o n  and th e  r a v i s h e r ! . . '  (764)
Macbeth i s  indeed a " r a v i s h e r " ;  f o r  he k i l l s  i n  o rd e r  t o  a s s e r t  h is
sexua l adequacy. And when th e  ghost o f  Banquo appears , he i s  aga in
haunted by th e  fe a r  o f  be ing  c a l le d  unmanly:
Lady Macbeth. -----  What, q u i te  unmann'd in i  f o l l y ? . .
Macbeth. What man d a re ,  I  da re .
Approach thou  l i k e  the  rugged Russian bea r,
The a rm 'd  rh in o c e ro s ,  o r  t h '  Hyrcan t ig e r . ;
Take any shape bu t t h a t ,  and my f i r m  nerves 
S h a l l  never t re m b le .  Or be a l i v e  a g a in ,
And dare me-to  th e  d e s e r t  w i th  th y  sword;
I f  t r e m b l in g  I  i n h a b i t ,  then  p r o te s t  me 
The baby o f  a g i r l .  Hence, h o r r i b l e  shadow!
U n rea l m o c k 'ry ,  hence! ( E x i t  G ho s t)
Why, so; be ing  gone, >
I  am a man a g a in .  ( i l l ,  4 , 73, 99)
H is  courage f i n a l l y  f a i l s  -  and then  o n ly  t e m p o r a r i l y  -  o n ly  when he i s
faced  w i th  a man n o t born o f  a woman:
Macbeth. I  bear a charmed l i f e ,  which must n o t .y i e l d  .
To one o f  woman b orn .
M a c d u f f . D espa ir  th y  charm;
And l e t  th e  ange l whom thou s t i l l  h a s t  s e r v ’ d 
T e l l  thee  M acduff was from h is  m o th e r 's  womb 
U n t im e ly  r i p p ' d.
Macbeth. Accursed be t h a t  tongue t h a t  t e l l s  me so,
For i t  ha th  cow 'd my b e t t e r  p a r t  o f  man. (V, 8 , . 1 2 )
H is  " b e t t e r  p a r t  o f  man" i s  the  m ascu line  s id e  o f  h is  n a tu re ,  t h a t  p a r t
which i s  wedded to  th e  id e a l  o f  m a r t i a l  honour and g lo r y .  The o th e r ,
fe m in in e  s id e  i s  re p re sen ted  by the  id e a l ,  o f  lo v e ,  " t h '  m i l k  o f  human
k in d n e s s " .  When h i s  w i fe  b e t ra y s  he r f e m in in i t y ,  Macbeth i s  abandoned
to  a s t e r i l e  m a s c u l in i t y  -  no t h i s ,  bu t  " t h e  seeds o f  Banquo k in g s " ,  was
th e  w i tc h e s '  p rophecy . M acbeth 's  f a t e  shows, more c l e a r l y  tha n  th e  f a t e
o f  any o th e r  l i t e r a r y  h e ro ,  the  r e s u l t  o f  s a c r i f i c i n g  fem in ine love f o r  th e
sake o f  m ascu line  honour.
C o r io la n u s  i s  no le s s  obsessed by t h i s  m ascu line  honour . And i n  
h is  mother Volumnia he has a v i r i l e  a fem ale  r e l a t i o n  as M acbe th 's  own
spouse ( I ,  3 , 1 -2 5 ) .  But when C o r io la n u s ,  enraged by th e  p e o p le ’ s
in g r a t i t u d e  f o r  h is  s e rv ic e  i n  th e  f i e l d  a g a in s t  Rome’ s enemies, t u r n s
a g a in s t  h i s  n a t iv e  c i t y ,  h i s  mother changes he r tu n e :
C o r io la n u s . W hy/d id  "you w ish me m i ld e r?  Would you have me 
F a lse  to  my n a tu re ?  R a the r say I  p la y  
The man I  am.
Vo lum n ia . 0, s i r , ,  s i r ,  s i r ,
I  would have had you p u t  your power, w e l l  on 
B e fo re 'y o u  had worn i t  o u t .
C o r io la n u s . L e t  go.
Vo lum n ia . You m igh t have been enough th e  man you a re  
W ith  s t r i v i n g  le s s  to  be so. . ( i l l ,  2 , 14)
But C o r io la n u s  c o n t in u e s  w i th  h is  chosen cou rse . And i t  i s  o n ly  when
he meets h is  whole f a m i ly  aga in  o u ts id e  th e  gates  o f  Rome t h a t  he beg ins
to  m e l t :
C o r io la n u s .  L ik e  a d u l l  a c to r  now
I  have f o r g o t  my p a r t  and I  am o u t ,
Even to  a f u l l  d is g ra c e .  Best o f  my f le s h . ,
F o rg iv e  my ty ra n n y ;  bu t  do no t say,
For t h a t ,  ’ F o rg iv e  our Romans'. 0, a k is s  
Long as my e x i l e ,  sweet as my revenge!
Mow, by the  je a lo u s  queen o f  heaven, t h a t  k is s  
I  c a r r ie d  from th e e ,  d ea r ,  and my t r u e  l i p  
Hath v i r g i n ' d  i t  e 'e r  s in c e .  You gods! ' I  p r a te ,
And the  most nob le  mother o f  the  w o r ld  
Leave u n s a lu te d .  S in k ,  my knee, i ' t h ' e a r t h ;  ( Knee ls  
Of th y  deep du ty  more im p re ss io n  show 
Than t h a t  o f  common sons.
Vo lum nia . 0 s tand  up b le s t !
W h i ls t  w i th  no s o f t e r  cush ion  than  th e  f l i n t  
I  knee l b e fo re  th e e ,  and u n p ro p e r ly  
Show d u ty ,  as m is taken  a l l  t h i s  w h i le  
Between the  c h i l d  and p a re n t .  . ( Knee ls
C o r io la n u s . W ha t's  t h i s ?
Your knees to  me, to  your c o r re c te d  son?
F i l l i p  the  s t a r s ;  then  l e t  th e  m utinous w inds 
. ' S t r i k e  th e  proud cedars 'g a in s t  th e  f i e r y  sun,
M u rd ' r in g  i m p o s s i b i l i t y ,  to  make
What cannot be s l i g h t  work. * (V , 3, 40)
By t h i s '  r e v e r s a l  o f  r o le s ,  a r e v e r s a l  i n  the  h e r o 's  own s o u l  ta k e s  p la c e :  
m ascu line  p r id e  i s  conquered by fe m in in e  h u m i l i t y ;  th e  w a r r i o r  i s  redeemed
by h is  womenfo lk. The e x a c t ly  o p p o s i te  r e v e r s a l  had taken  p la c e  i n  the
p re v io u s  p la y ,  Antony and C le o p a t ra , when C le o p a t ra 's  fe m in in e  f i c k le n e s s
gave way to  a m ascu line  constancy o f  s p i r i t :
My r e s o l u t i o n ' s  plac^cT, and I  have n o th in g  
Of woman in  me. Mow from head to  f o o t  
I  am m a rb le -c o n s ta n t ;  now th e  f l e e t i n g  moon 
Mo p la n e t  i s  o f  m ine. (V , 2, ,236)
Thus i n  h is  l a s t  two t ra g e d ie s  -  which T .S . E l i o t  (1919) c o ns ide re d  h is
most s u c c e s s fu l  -  Shakespeare ach ieved  a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  and fu s io n  o f  th e
m a scu l in e ,  s e l f - a s s e r t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  honour and the  fe m in in e ,  s e l f -  .
t ra n s c e n d in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  lo v e ;  a fu s io n  w h ich ,  when t r a n s la t e d  i n t o  th e
term s o f  the  a g g re s s iv e  and sexua l em o tions , i s  co ns ide re d  by K o e s t le r
(1964) t o  be th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  f u n c t io n  o f  a l l  g re a t  a r t .
The theme o f  a m b it io n  reappears  i n  th e  l a s t  p la y s  ( e . g .  P e r ic le s  I I ,
4 , 60 -3 ; Cymbeline I I I ,  3 , 4 9 -5 5 ) ;  bu t i t  i s  n o t  u n t i l  Henry V I I I  (1613)
t h a t  i t  aga in  becomes o f  m a jo r im p o r ta n ce .  Fo r i n  th e  two main c h a ra c te rs  
o f  th e  e a r l i e r  a c ts ,  C a rd in a l  l i io lsey and Queen K a th e r in e ,  we see th e  two 
k in d s  o f  h o n o u r -s e e k in g ,  s e l f - c e n t r e d  and s e l f - e f f a c i n g ,  v e ry  c l e a r l y  
re p re s e n te d .  Thus Uo lsey i s ' " t h e  g re a t  c h i l d  o f  honour" who seeks o n ly  
h is  own:
. A l l  men's honours 
L ie  l i k e  one lump b e fo re  h im , to  be fa s h io n 'd  
I n t o  what p i t c h  he p le a se .  ( I I , 2 , 45)
K a th e r in e ,  on the  o th e r  hand, seeks o n ly  her husband 's  honour:
That you would lo v e  y o u rs e l f ,  and i n  t h a t  lo v e
Mot uncons idered  le a ve  your honour nor
the  d i g n i t y  o f  your o f f i c e ,  i s  the  p o in t  o f
My p e t i t i o n .  ( 1 , 2 ,  14)
But when U o lse y ,  hav ing  eng ineered  th e  Queen's d is g ra c e ,  f a l l s  from
fa v o u r  h im s e l f , he' d is p la y s  a moving repen tance : -
F a re w e l l ,  a long  f a r e w e l l ,  t o  a l l  my g re a tn e s s !
T h is  i s  th e  s ta te  o f  man: to -d a y  he p u ts  f o r t h  
. The te n d e r  leaves  o f  hopes; to -m orrow  blossoms 
And b e a rs .h is  b lu s h in g  honours t h i c k  Upon h im ;
-The t h i r d  day comes a—f r o s t ,  a k i l l i n g  f r o s t ,
And when he t h i n k s ,  good easy man, . f u l l  s u r e ly  
H is  g rea tness  i s  a - r ip e n in g ,  n ip s  h is  r o o t , .
And then  he f a l l s ,  as I  do. I  have v e n tu r 'd , .
L ik e  l i t t l e  wanton boys t h a t  swim on b la d d e rs *
T h is  many summers i n  a sea o f  g lo r y ;
\  But f a r  beyond my dep th .  My h ig h -b lo w n  p r id e  
A t le n g th  broke under me, and now has l e f t  me,
Weary and o ld  w i th  s e r v ic e ,  to  the  mercy 
Of a rude s tream , t h a t  must f o r  ever h id e  me.
Vain pomp and g lo r y  o f  t h i s  w o r ld ,  I  ha te  ye;
I  f e e l  my h e a r t  new -open 'd . 0, how wre tched 
I s  t h a t  poor man t h a t  hangs on p r in c e s '  fa v o u rs !
There i s  b e tw ix t  t h a t  s m i le  we would a s p i re  t o , ,
That sweet aspect o f  p r in c e s ,  -and t h e i r  r u i n  
More pangs and fe a rs  than  wars o r  women have;
And when he f a l l s ,  he f a l l s  l i k e  L u c i f e r ,
Never to  hope a ga in .
I  know m yse lf  now, and I  f e e l  w i t h in  me 
A peace above a l l  e a r ly  d i g n i t i e s ,
A s t i l l  and q u ie t  consc ience . The K ing has c u r 'd  me,
I  humbly thank h is 'G ra c e ;  and from these  s h o u ld e rs ,
These r u i n ' d  p i l l a r s ,  ou t  o f  p i t y ,  taken
A lo a d  would s in k  a navy -  to o  much honour.
0, ' t i s  a burden, C rom w ell,  ' t i s  a burden,
Too heavy f o r  a man t h a t  hopes f o r  h e a v e n ! . . .
Say Wolsey, t h a t  once t r o d  the  ways o f  g lo r y ,
. .And sounded a l l  th e  dep ths  and shoa ls  o f  honour,
Found thee  a way, ou t o f  h is  w reck, to  r i s e  i n  -  
A sure  and sa fe  one, though my m aster m is s 'd  i t .
Mark bu t my f a l l  and t h a t  t h a t  r u i n ' d  me.
Crom w ell,  I  charge th e e ,  f l i n g  away a m b i t io n :
By t h a t  s in  f e l l  the  a n g e ls .  How can man th e n ,
The image o f  h is  Maker, hope to  w in  by i t ?
Love t h y s e l f  l a s t ;  c h e r is h  those  h e a r ts  t h a t  h a te  th e e ;  
C o r ru p t io n  w ins no t  more than  h o n e s ty .
S t i l l  i n  th y  r i g h t  hand c a r r y  g e n t le  peace 
To s i le n c e  env ious  tongues . Be j u s t ,  and fe a r  n o t ;
L e t  a l l  the  ends thou a im 's t  a t  be th y  c o u n t r y 's  
. Thy G od 's ,  and t r u t h ' s ;  th e n ,  i f  thou f a l l ' s t ,  0 C rom w e ll,
Thou f a l l ' s t  a b lessed  m a r ty r !  ( i l l ,  2, 351, 378,
435)
For i t  i s  above a l l  God's honour t h a t  t r u l y  honourab le  p eo p le  seek . Thus 
a t  th e  end o f  the  p la y ,  when Wolsey i s  dead -
He gave h is  honours to  th e  w o r ld  a ga in ,
H is  b lessed  p a r t  to  heaven, and s le p t  i n  peace ( IV ,  2, 29)
- t h e  hope i s  expressed t h a t  th e  p r in c e s s  E l iz a b e th  w i l l  r e v iv e  h e r .
n a t i o n 's  g re a tn ess  by once more pay ing  to  God the  honour t h a t  i s  due
to  Him a lo n e :
God s h a l l  be t r u l y  known; and those  about her
From her s h a l l  read th e  p e r fe c t  ways o f  h o n o u r . . .  (V, 5, 36)
3. The R u le r :  Wrath o r  Mercy
F i f t h  i n  th e  success ion  o f  S hakespeare 's  seven ages o f  man i s
: th e  j u s t i c e ,
In  f a i r  round b e l l y  w i th  good capon l i n ' d ,
W ith  eyes severe  and beard o f  fo rm a l c u t ,
F u l l  o f  w ise saws and modern i n s t a n c e s . . .  ( I I ,  7 , 153)
Now, i f  we excep t th e  c o u r t  scene in  The Merchant o f  V e n ic e , th e  j u s t i c e
i s  no t  a p rom inen t f i g u r e  i n  Shakespearean drama. But th e  theme o f  
j u s t i c e  i s  ve ry  im p o r ta n t ,_ as a ls o  i s  th e  f i g u r e  i n  whom th e  power 
to  mete punishment o r  clemancy u s u a l l y  re s id e s  -  the  r u l e r .
In  T i t u s  A n d ro n ic u s , Tamora urges And ron icus  t o  be m e r c i f u l  and
spare he r son:
b J i l t  thou  draw near the  n a tu re  o f  th e  gods?
Draw near them then  i n  be ing  m e r c i f u l .
Sweet mercy i s  n o b i l i t y ' s  t r u e  badge. ( I ,  1 , 117)
P o r t i a  e la b o ra te s  t h i s  argument i n  The Merchant o f  V e n ic e :
The q u a l i t y  o f  mercy i s  no t  s t r a i n ' d ;  .
I t  d roppe th  as th e  g e n t le  r a in  from heaven 
Upon th e .b la c e  beneath . I t  i s  tw ic e  b le s t :
I t  b le s s e th  him t h a t  g iv e s  and him t h a t  ta k e s .
'T i s  m ig h t ie s t  i n  the  m ig h t ie s t ;  i t  becomes 
The th ron e d  monarch b e t t e r  than  h is .  crown;
H is  s c e p t re  shows th e  fo r c e  o f  tem po ra l power,
The a t t r i b u t e  to  awe and m a je s ty ,
Wherein doth  s i t  th e  dread and f e a r  o f  k in g s ;
But mercy i s  above t h i s  sc e p tre d  sway.
I t  i s  en th roned in  the  h e a r ts  o f  k in g s ,
I t  i s  an a t t r i b u t e  to  God h im s e l f ;
And e a r t h ly  power doth the n  show l i k e s t  God's 
When mercy seasons j u s t i c e .  T h e re fo re ,  3ew,
Though j u s t i c e  be th y  p le a ,  c o n s id e r  t h i s  -
That i n  the  course o f  j u s t i c e  none o f  us
Should see s a lv a t i o n ;  we do p ray  f o r  mercy,
And t h a t  same p ra y e r  do th  teach  us a l l  t o  re n d e r
The deeds o f  mercy. ( IV ,  1 , 179)
The D iv in e  Judge i s  aga in  th e  model appealed to  by I s a b e l l a  i n
Measure f o r  Measure:
A n g e lo . Your b ro th e r  i s  a f o r f e i t  o f  th e  la w ,
And you bu t waste your words.
I s a b e l l a . * A la s !  a la s !
Why, a l l  th e  s o u ls  t h a t  were were, f o r f e i t  once;
And He t h a t  m ig h t the  vantage bes t have to o k  
Found o u t  th e  remedy. How would you be 
. I f  He, which i s  th e  to p  o f  judgement, shou ld  
But judge you as you are? 0, t h i n k  on t h a t ;
And mercy then  w i l l  b re a th e  w i t h in  your ' l i p s ,
L ik e  man new made. ( I I ,  2 , 71)
The whole p la y  i s  a sermon on th e  t e x t s : .  "Judge n o t ,  l e s t  ye be ju d g e d " ,
and "B le sse d  a re  th e  m e r c i f u l ,  f o r  th e y  s h a l l  o b ta in  m e rcy " .
Indeed , a la rg e  p a r t  o f  th e  Shakespearean oeuvre i s  devo ted  to  an 
e xam ina t ion  o f  th e  pass ion  o f  ve n g a fu ln e s s .  Thus i n  T i t u s  - A n d ro n ic u s , 
Tamora and her two sons d is g u is e  them se lves as Revenge, Murder and 
Rapine i n  o rd e r  to  avenge them se lves o‘n T i t u s  f o r  h is  la c k  o f  mercy,.
Revenge.takes th e  le a d ;  f o r  t h a t ,  the  f a l l  o f  the  r u l e r  o r  ju d g e ,  i s
s t i l l  more p o w e r fu l  than  M urder, the  s o l d i e r ' s  f a l l ,  o r  R ap ine , th e  
l o v e r ' s .  I t  i s ,  i n  Romeo's words,
s a v a g e -w i ld ,
More f i e r c e  and more in e x o ra b le  f a r
Than empty t i g e r s  o r  th e  r o a r in g  sea. (V , 3 , 37)
I t  s u rv iv e s  th e  death o f  a l l . i t s  hopes. Thus Aaron i n  T i t u s :
Ah,‘ why shou ld  w ra th  be mute and f u r y  dumb?
I  am no baby, I ,  t h a t  w i th  base p ra y e rs  
I  shou ld  re p e n t  the  e v i l s  I  have done;
Ten thousand worse than  ever y e t  I  d id  
Would I  p e r fo rm , i f  I  m ig h t have my w i l l .
I f  one good deed i n  a l l  my l i f e  I  d id ,
I  do re p e n t  i t  from  my ve ry  s o u l .  ( V/, 3, 184)
Indeed , dea th ,  f o r  th e  v e n g e fu l  man, i s  "a  consummation d e v o u t ly  t o  be
w is h 'd " .  Thus Timon:
My lo n g  s ickn e ss  
Of h e a l th  and l i v i n g  now beg ins  to  mend,
And n o th in g  b r in g s  me a l l  t h i n g s . . .
Come no t to  me a g a in ;  bu t  say to  Athens 
Timon hath  made h is  e v e r la s t in g  mansion 
Upon the  beached verge o f  the  s a l t  f l o o d ,
Who once a day w i th  h is  embossed f r o t h
The t u r b u le n t  surge s h a l l  c o v e r .  T h i t h e r  come,
And l e t  my g raves tone  be your o r a c le .
L ip s ,  l e t  sour words go by and language end;
What i s  am iss, p lague  and i n f e c t i o n  mend!
Graves o n ly  be men's works and death t h e i r  g a in !  :
Sun, h id e  th y  beams. Timon ha th  done h is  r e ig n .
(V, 1 , 184, 212)
J u s t i c e  and Revenge a re  ve ry  c lo s e ly  l i n k e d  w i th  Time i n  S hakespea re 's
pagan works . Queen M argare t t o  Queen E l iz a b e th  i n  R icha rd  I I I :
Thus ha th  the  course o f  j u s t i c e  w h i r l ' d  about.
And. l e f t  thee  bu t a ve ry  p rey  to  t im e .  ( IV ,  4, 105)
The theme i s  e la b o ra te d  i n  The Rape o f  L u c re c e , where Time, a l th o u g h  " t h e
cease less  la c k e y  o f  E t e r n i t y " ,  i s  n e v e r th e le s s  ve ry  p o w e r fu l :
'T im e 's  g lo r y  i s  to  calm con tend ing  k in g s ,
To unmask fa ls e h o o d , ,  and b r in g  t r u t h  to  l i g h t ,
To stamp the  s e a l  o f  t im e  i n  aged t h in g s ,
To wake th e  morn, and s e n t in e l  th e  n ig h t ,
To wrong the  wronger t i l l  he re n de r  r i g h t . . . '  (939)
In  Romeo and J u l i e t , Time appears as a f r i g h t e n in g  a r b i t e r :
U ncom for tab le  t im e ,  why ca m 's t  thou  now
To m urder, murder our s o le m n i ty ?  ( IV ,  5, 60)
In  T r o i l u s  and C re s s id a , Time appears as a monster o f  i n g r a t i t u d e
( i l l ,  3, 145-90) and th e  end o f  a l l  t h in g s :
The end crowns a l l ,
And t h a t  o ld  common a r b i t r a t o r ,  T ime, ,
W i l l  one day end i t .  ( IV ,  5, 224)
In  The W in te r 's  T a le , Time appears i n  h is  own person :
I ,  t h a t  p lease  some, t r y  a l l ,  both  jo y  a n d •t e r r o r  
Of good and bad, t h a t  makes and u n fo ld s  e r r o r ,
Now ta ke  upon me, i n  the  name o f  Time, .
To use my w ings . ( IV ,  1 , 1) . . . . . .
1 . c f .  R icha rd  I I , I I I ,  2, 102.
On becoming k in g ,  P r in c e  Ha l does indeed seem t o  r e s to r e  j u s t  r u l e ,
"redeem ing  t im e " ,  as he s a id  he would ( l  Henry IV . . I .  2 , 2 10 ) .  F i r s t
comes th e  re fo r m a t io n  i n  h is  p e rso n a l l i f e .  As C an te rbu ry  says: '
The b re a th  no sooner l e f t  h is  f a t h e r ' s  body - 
But t h a t  h i s  w i ld n e s s ,  m o r t i f i e d  i n  h im ,
Seem'd to  d ie  to o ;  yea, a t  t h a t  ve ry  moment,
C o n s id e ra t io n  l i k e  an ange l came 
•And w h ip p 'd  t h 'o f f e n d in g  Adam o u t  o f  h im,
Leav ing  h is  body as a p a ra d is e
T ' enve lop  and c o n ta in  c e l e s t i a l  s p i r i t s .  ( I ,  1 ,  25)
Then, a t  the  p u b l i c  l e v e l ,  he shows a ju d ic io u s  m ix tu re  o f  j u s t i c e  and
mercy, a c q u i t t i n g  a man " t h a t  r a i l ' d  a g a in s t  our pe rson " when Cambridge,
Scroop and Grey urged pun ishm ent, b u t  b in d in g  those  th r e e  persons when
t h e i r  t re a s o n  i s  re v e a le d :
Cambridge. I  do con fess  my f a u l t ,
And do subm it me to  your H ighness ' mercy.
G rey, S c roop . To which we a l l  a ppea l.
K in g . The mercy t h a t  was q u ic k  i n  us b u t  l a t e
By your own counse l i s  s u p p re s s 'd  and k i l l ' d .
You must no t  d a re ,  f o r  shame, to  t a l k  o f  mercy;
For your own reasons tu r n  i n t o  your bosoms 
As dogs upon t h e i r  m a s te rs ,  w o r ry in g  y o u . . .
I  w i l l  weep f o r ' th e e ;
For t h i s  r e v o l t  o f  t h i n e ,  m e th in ks ,  i s  l i k e  
A no ther f a l l  o f  man. T h e i r  f a u l t s  a re  open.
. A r re s t  them to  th e  answer o f  th e  la w ;
And God a c q u i t  them o f  t h e i r  p r a c t i c e s !  ( I I , 2, 76, 140)
At the  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  f i n a l l y ,  j u s t i c e  i s  re s to r e d  by th e  v i c t o r y
a t  A g in c o u r t .
In  th e  t r a g e d ie s ,  the  k in g 's  a n o in t in g  i s  le s s  emphasised (a l th o u g h  
G lo u c e s te r  does r e f e r  to  L e a r 's  "a n o in te d  f l e s h " ) .  T h is  g iv e s  a 
s u p e r f i c i a l l y  g re a te r  p l a u s i b i l i t y  t o  th e  arguments f o r s k i l l i n g  the  
k in g ,  and enab les the  d ra m a t is t  to  c e n t re  h is  a t t e n t i o n  on th e  to rm en ted
soul of the killer. Thus Brutus is "with himself at war" : he wishes
t o  k i l l  Caesar because he i s  a t y r a n t  -
D id  n o t  g re a t  J u l i u s  b leed  f o r  j u s t i c e  sake?
What v i l l a i n  to u c h 'd  h is  body, t h a t  d id  s ta b ,
And n o t  f o r  j u s t i c e ?    ( IV/., 3 , 19)
-  bu t r io t b r u t a l l y ,  because he was h is  . f r i e n d :
L e t ' s  be s a c r i f i c e r s ,  bu t  no t  b u tc h e rs ,  C a iu s ,
We a l l  s tand  up a g a in s t  th e  s p i r i t  o f  Caesar,
And i n  the  s p i r i t  o f  men th e re  i s  no b lo o d .
0 t h a t  we then  cou ld  come by C a e sa r 's  s p i r i t ,
And no t dismember Caesar! B u t ,  a la s ,
Caesar must b leed  f o r  i t !  And, g e n t le  f r i e n d s ,
L e t ' s  k i l l  him b o ld ly ,  bu t  n o t  w r a t h f u l l y ;
L e t ' s  ca rve  him as a d is h  f i t  f o r  th e  gods,
Not hew him as a carcase f i t  f o r  hounds;
And l e t  our h e a r ts ,  as s u b t le  m asters  do,
S t i r  up t h e i r  s e rv a n ts  to  .an a c t  rage ,
And a f t e r  seem to  ch ide  them. ( I I ,  1 , 166)
U n fo r tu n a te ly ,  when C aesa r 's  b lood  i s  s p i l l e d ,  C a e sa r 's  s p i r i t  f a i l s  to
see t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  and pursues B ru tu s ,  sa y in g  t h a t  he i s  h i s  ( B r u t u s ' )
own " e . v i l  s p i r i t " .  And B ru tu s  has to  re co g n ise  h is  v i c t o r y :
0 J u l i u s  Caesar, thou  a r t  m igh ty  y e t !
Thy s p i r i t  wa lks abroad and tu r n s  our swords
In  our own p ro p e r  e n t r a i l s .  (V , 3, 93)
H a m le t 's  problem i s  s im i l a r  to  B r u tu s ' .  He w ishes to  k i l l  C la u d iu s ,
because he i s  a u s u rp e r ,  bu t no t b r u t a l l y ,  because he i s  h i s  m o th e r 's
husband (Moss, 197 4 a ) .
Rfl-onius. I  d id  enact J u l i u s  Caesar; I  was k i l l ' d
i ' t h ' C a p i t o l ;  B ru tu s  k i l l ' d  me. •
H am le t. I t  was a b ru te  p a r t  o f  him to  k i l l  so
c a p i t a l  a c a l f  t h e r e .  ( i l l , 2 , 100)
L ik e  B ru tu s ,  he uses th e  th o u g h t  t h a t  revenge i s  honourab le  t o  " s p u r "
h is  " d u l l  revenge ":
R ig h t l y  to  be g re a t  
I s  no t  t o  s t i r  w i th o u t  g re a t  argument,
But g r e a t l y  to  f i n d  q u a r r e l  i n  a s t ra w ,
When h o n o u r 's  a t  th e  s ta k e .  How s tand  I , t h e n ,
That have a f a t h e r  k i l l ' d ,  a mother s t a i n ' d ,
E xc item en ts  o f  my. reason and my b lo o d ,
And l e t  a l l  s le e p ,  w h i le  to  my shame I  see .
The im m inent death o f  tw e n ty  thousand men 
T h a t ,  f o r  a fa n ta s y  and t r i c k  o f  fame,
Go to  t h e i r  g raves l i k e  beds, f i g h t  f o r  a p l o t
Whereon th e  numbers canno t t r y  th e  cause,
Which i s  n o t  tomb enough and c o n t in e n t  
. To h id e  th e  s la in ?  0, from t h i s  t im e  f o r t h ,
My th o u g h ts  be b lo o d y , o r  be n o th in g  w o r th !  ( IV ,  4 , 53)
But th e  c o n f l i c t  between lo v e  and j u s t i c e  f o r  h o n o u r 's  sake f i n a l l y
d e s t ro y s  h im , as i t  d id  B ru tu s .  L a e r te s  expresses t h i s  'h o n o u ra b le '
• d e s i r e  f o r  vengeance i n  r e p ly in g  to  H a m le t 's  p le a  f o r  fo r g iv e n e s s :
I  am s a t i s f i e d  i n  n a t u r e , ... '
Whose m o t ive  i n  t h i s  case shou ld  s t i r  me most
To my revenge; bu t i n  my term s o f  honour
I  s tand  a lo o f ,  and w i l l  no re c o n c i le m e n t
T i l l  by some e ld e r  m asters  o f  known honour
I  have a vo ic e  o f  p receden t o f  peace
To keep my name u n g o r 'd .  (V, 2, 236)
No peace w i th o u t  honour : and y e t  t h i s  lo v e  o f  honour b r in g s  no peace.
For Ham le t, d y in g ,  and w i th  h is  revenge accom p lished , i s  s t i l l  w o r ry in g
about th e  "wounded name" he w i l l  le a ve  beh ind h im . T h is  p r id e  i s  th e
r o o t  cause o f  v e n g e fu ln e s s ,  no le s s  than  o f  a m b i t io n ;  i t  rem ains to
s t i r  . up h a t re d  ( o f  both  s e l f  and o th e r s )  when a l l  deb ts  have been
p a id ,  a l l  g oa ls  a t t a in e d .
The demon o f  w ra th  i s  e x o rc is e d  i n  K ing L e a r , i n  which L e a r ,  a f t e r
w i l d l y  ra g in g  a g a in s t  h is  d a u g h te rs '  i n g r a t i t u d e ,  t u r n s  h is  a t t e n t i o n
to  the  i n j u s t i c e s  s u f fe re d  by h is  fo rm e r s u b je c ts ,  and a c q u ire s  t h a t
" p a t ie n c e ,  p i t y ,  peace and lo v e "  which C o rd e l ia  possesses -  she, th e
t h i r d  d a u g h te r ,
Who redeems n a tu re  from th e  g e n e ra l curse
Which tw a in  have b rough t he r  t o .  ’ ( I V ,  6, 207)
The t u r n i n g - p o in t  f o r  Lear- comes d u r in g  th e  storm  on th e  h ea th :
F i l i a l  i n g r a t i t u d e !
I s  i t  no t  as t h i s  mouth shou ld  t e a r  t h i s  hand 
For l i f t i n g  food t o ' i t ?  But I  w i l l  pun ish  home.
No, I  w i l l  weep no more. In  such a n ig h t  
To shu t me o u t !  P ou r-on ; I  w i l l  e n d u re . . .
Poor naked w re tch e s , w h e resoe 'e r  you a re ,
That b id e  th e  p e l t i n g  o f  t h i s  p i t i l e s s  s to rm ,
How s h a l l  you r house less  heads and un fed  s id e s ,
Your lo o p 'd  and w indow 'd  raggedne-ss defend you 
From seasons such as these? 0, I  have t a 'e n  
Too l i t t l e  care  o f  t h i s !  Take p h y s ic ,  pomp;
Expose t h y s e l f  t o  f e e l  what w re tches f e e l ,
T h a t . thou  mayst shake th e  s u p e r f lu x  to  them,
And show th e  heavens more j u s t .  ( i l l ,  4 , 15, 28)
But th e  mock t r i a l - s c e n e  re v e a ls  him s t i l l  la c k in g  i n  mercy when h is
own honour and j u s t i c e  i s  a t  s take  ( i l l ,  6, 3 5 -5 8 ) .  And when he r a i l s
a g a in s t  f a l s e  j u s t i c e r s ,  th e  " m a t te r "  i s  mixed w i th  " im p e r t i n e n c y " , as
Edgar says: ,
L e a r . See how yond j u s t i c e  r a i l s  upon yond s im p le
t h i e f .  Hark, i n  t h in e  ear : change p laces, and,
handy-dandy, which i s  th e  j u s t i c e ,  which i s  th e  
t h i e f ?  Thou h a s t  seen a fa r m e r 's  dog bark  a t  a
beggar?
G lo u c e s te r . Ay, s i r .
L e a r . And th e  c re a tu re  run  from th e  cur?
There thou  m ig h ts t  beho ld  th e  g re a t  image.
Of a u t h o r i t y  : a d o g 's  obey 'd  i n  o f f i c e .
Thou ra s c a l  bead le ,  h o ld  th y  b loody  hand.
Why dos t thou  la s h  t h a t  whore? S t r i p  th y  own back;
Thou h o t l y  l u s t s  to  use her i n  t h a t  k in d
For which thou w h ip 's t  h e r .  'The u s u re r  hangs th e  cozener
Through t a t t e r ' d  c lo th e s  sm a ll  v ic e s  do appear;
Robes and f u r r ' d  gowns h id e  a l l .  P la te  s in  w i th  g o ld ,
And the  s t ro n g  la n ce  o f  j u s t i c e  h u r t l e s s  b re a k s ;
Arm i t  i n  ra g s ,  a p ig m y 's  s tra w  does p ie r c e  i t .
None does o f fe n d ,  none -  I  say, none; I ' l l  a b le  'em.
Take t h a t  o f  me, my f r i e n d ,  who have th e  power
To s e a l t h ’ a c c u s e r 's  l i p s .  . ( I V , . 6, 153)
Edgar, to o ,  has been u n j u s t l y  t r e a t e d ;  b u t  m is fo r tu n e  has ta u g h t  him
mercy, no t  w ra th :
G lo u c e s te r . Now, good s i r ,  what a re  you?
E dgar. A most poor man, made tame to  f o r t u n e 's  b low s , 
Who, by the  a r t  o f  known and f e e l i n g  so rrow s ,
Am p regnant to  good p i t y .  ( IV ,  6, 222)
Hamlet co u n s e l le d  p a t ie n c e :  " r e a d in e s s  i s  a l l " .  But E d g a r 's  s i m i l a r
a d v ic e  r i r ig s  t r u e r ,  coming from a more t r u l y  p a t ie n t  h e a r t :
G lo u c e s te r . No f u r t h e r ,  s i r ;  a man may r o t  even h e re .
. . E dgar. What, i n  i l l . th o u g h ts  aga in? Men must endure
T h e i r  go ing  hencey—even as t h e i r  coming h i t h e r :
R ipeness i s  a l l .  (V , 2, 8)
M eanwhile, L e a r ,  co nve r te d  by C o r d e l ia 's  p a t ie n c e  and lo v e  -
For th e e ,  oppressed K ing , am I  c a s t  down;
M yse lf  cou ld  e ls e  o u t - f ro w n  f a l s e  F o r tu n e 's  frow n
(( /,  3 , 5)
-  has tu rn e d  th e  co rn e r  from madness to  s a n i t y ,  o n ly  t o  d ie  i n  th e  face
o f  a f i n a l  i n j u s t i c e  -  C o r d e l ia 's  dea th :
No, no, no l i f e !
Why shou ld  a dog, a h o rse ,  a r a t  have l i f e ,
And thou  no b re a th  a t  a l l ?  T h o u ' I t  come no more,
Never, n eve r ,  neve r,  n eve r ,  ne ve r .  (V , 3 , 305)
K ing Lear comes midway between Measure f o r  Measure (1 6 03 -4 )  and 
Macbeth (1 6 0 6 -7 ) .  The f i r s t  o f  these  p la y s  g iv e s  us th e  image o f  th e  
p e r fe c t  r u l e r :
He who th e  sword o f  heaven w i l l  bear
Should be as h o ly  as severe ;
P a t te rn  i n  h im s e l f  to  know,
Grace to  s ta n d ,  and v i r t u e  go;
More nor le s s  to  o th e rs  p ay ing  , ’
, Than by s e l f - o f f e n c e s u B ig h in g .  ( I l l ,  2 , 243)
I t  a ls o  shows us th e  repen tance  o f  th e  bad, h y p o c r i t i c a l  r u l e r .  The
second deepens o u r  u nd e rs tan d in g  o f  re pen tance , and shows w he re in  t r u e
ju s t i c e  re s id e s  -  no t s e l f - j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  bu t  p a t ie n c e  i n  s u f f e r i n g
in ju s t i c e ,  o n e s e l f  and p i t y ,  f o r  o th e r s '  s u f f e r i n g .  Fo r th e  t r u e  k in g  -
he who has r u le  over both h im s e l f  and o th e rs  -  shou ld  be l i k e  C h r i s t  on
th e  C ross: .
By th e  b lood  o f  God th e  po ison  o f  the  se rp e n t  i s  
washed away; and th e  cu rse  o f  a j u s t  condemnation 
i s  loosed  by the  u n ju s t  punishment i n f l i c t e d  on 
th e  J u s t .  ( G reat Vespers, Orthodox Feast o f  the
. Ex a l t a t i o n )
The t h i r d  p la y  shows us the. murder o f . t h e  t r u e  k in g ,  fo l lo w e d  by the
u n re p e n ta n t  m u rd e re r 's  h o r r o r  a t  the  v i s io n  o f  h is  judgem ent:
T h is  even-handed j u s t i c e  
Commends th ' in g r e d ie n c e  o f  our p o is o n 'd  c h a l ic e  
To our own l i p s .  ; He 's  here  i n  doub le  t r u s t :
F i r s t ,  as I  am h is  kinsman arid h is  s u b je c t  -  
S trong  both  a g a in s t  th e  deed; th e n ,  as h is  h o s t ,
Who shou ld  a g a in s t  h is  m urderer shu t th e  d oo r,
Not bear th e  k n i f e  m y s e l f .  B es ides , t h i s  Duncan 
Hath borne h is  f a c u l t i e s  so meek, ha th  been 
So c le a r  i n  h is  g re a t  o f f i c e ,  t h a t  h is  v i r t u e s  •
. W i l l  p lead  l i k e  a n g e ls ,  t r u m p e t - to n g u 'd ,  a g a in s t  
The deep damnation o f  h is  t a k i n g - o f f ;
And p i t y ,  l i k e  a naked new-born babe*
S t r i d i n g  th e  b l a s t ,  o r  heaven 's  c h e ru b in  h o r s 'd  .
Upon the  s ig h t l e s s  c o u r ie r s  o f  th e  a i r ,
S h a l l ’ b low th e  h o r r i d  deed i n  every  eye,
Tha t t e a r s  s h a l l  drown th e  w ind . ( I , 7, 10)
For th e  meek w i l l  i n h e r i t  th e  e a r th ,  and Mercy w i l l  judge  th e  u n m e r c i f u l .
Mercy and fo rg iv e n e s s  are  the  c e n t r a l  themes o f  th e  l a s t  p la y s ,
e s p e c ia l l y  i n  t h e i r  f i n a l  a c ts .  Thus Prospero  i n  The Tempest:
Though w i th  t h e i r  h ig h  wrongs I  am s t r u c k  to  t h ' q u i c k ,
Yet w i th  my n o b le r  reason 'g a in s t  my f u r y
Do I  ta k e  p a r t ;  th e  r a r e r  a c t io n  i s
In  v i r t u e  than  i n  vengeance; the y  be ing  p e n i t e n t ,
The s o le  d r i f t  o f  my. purpose doth  extend
Not a frown f u r t h e r .  (V, 1 , 25)
Shakespeare ended th e  p la y  (he may have th o u g h t ,  h is  c a re e r )  w i t h  a
p le a  f o r  mercy:
Now I  want
S p i r i t s  to  e n fo rc e ,  a r t  to  enchant;
And., my end ing i s  d e s p a ir  
Unless I  be r e l i e v 'd ,  by p ra y e r ,
Which p ie rc e s  so t h a t  i t  a s s a u l ts  
Mercy i t s e l f ,  and f r e e s  a l l  f a u l t s .
As you from cr im es would p a rd o n 'd  be,
L e t  your in d u lg e nce  se t  me f r e e .  (E p i lo g u e ,  13)
But he w ro te  one more p la y ,  Henry V I I I , i n  which Queen K a th e r in e ,  a f t e r
h e r  u n ju s t  t r i a l  by th e  k in g  he r husband, appea ls  to  th e  K ing and
Supreme Judge o f  a l l :
Heaven i s  above a l l  y e t  : th e re  s i t s  a Judge
That no k in g  can c o r r u p t .  ( i l l ,  1 , 100)
For " t h e r e " ,  as C la u d iu s  says i n  H am le t , " t h e  a c t io n  l i e s  i n  h is  t r u e
n a t u r e . . . "
4. The C re a to r  : Dream o r  R e a l i t y
The psycho logy  o f  th e  c r e a to r ,  and th e  n a tu re  o f  h i s  f i c t i o n a l
c r e a t io n s ,  was, o f  co u rse , o f  g re a t  i n t e r e s t  and im p o rtance  to  Shakespeare,
b e in g ,  as he must have been aware, one o f  th e  g re a te s t  o f  a l l  c r e a to r s
o f  f i c t i o n .  Thus Sonnet 53 :
bJhat i s  your subs tance , w hereo f a re  you made,
T h a t ,m i l l i o n s  o f  s t ra n g e  shadows on you tend?
Since every  one h a th ,  every  one, one shade,
And you, bu t one, can every  shadow le n d .
T h is  was addressed to  h is  m is t r e s s .  But s in c e ,  i n  Sonnet 62, a f t e r
b e w a i l in g  th e  " s i n  o f  s e l f - l o v e "  t h a t  "possesse th  a l l  mine e y e " ,  he
addressed he r as h im s e l f  -
  . " T i s  th e e ,  my s e l f ,  t h a t  f o r
m y s e lf  I  p r a i s e , "    .
- w e  may suppose t h a t  he was t h i n k i n g  o f  h im s e l f  ( qua c r e a to r )  i n  th e
e a r l i e r  poem a ls o .  In  any case, he had c e r t a i n l y  th o u g h t  abou t the
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  f u n c t io n  o f  w r i t i n g ,  as h i s  a d v ice  i n  Sonnet 77 shows:
Look what th y  memory cannot c o n ta in
Commit to  these  waste b la n k s ,  and thou  s h a l t  f i n d
Those c h i ld r e n  n u r s 'd ,  d e l i v e r ' d  from /thy  b r a in ,
To ta k e  a new a cqua in tance  o f  th y  m ind.
And i n  Sonnet 111, he expresses th e  fe a r  t h a t  h i s  f a c i l i t y  i n  f i c t i o n
w i l l  make him i n t o  a permanent p o se u r :
my n a tu re  i s  subdu 'd  
To what i t  works i n ,  l i k e  a d y e r 's  hand.
Thus he had a g re a t  p e rso n a l need t o  answer th e  q u e s t io n :  'Do th e
shadows t h a t  an a r t i s t  c re a te s  hav/e any r e l a t i o n  to  th e  r e a l i t y  o f
h im s e l f  as c r e a to r ? '  - '
In  th e  e a r ly  comedies, Shakespeare seems t o  be a rg u in g  t h a t  p o e t ry  
i s  bu t  th e  shadows o f  a dream. H is  f r e q u e n t  use o f  ' t h e  p la y  w i t h in  
th e  p l a y 1 -  i n  The Taming o f  th e  Shrew ( i n d u c t i o n ) ,  L o v e 's  L a b o u r 's  L o s t  
(Pageant o f  th e  Nine W o r th ie s )  and A Midsummer N ig h t 's  Dream (Tragedy o f  
Pyramus and T h isb e )  -  emphasise t h i s  p o i n t .  And th e  l i b e r a l  use o f  
d is g u is e  and m is taken  i d e n t i t y  -  e s p e c ia l l y  i n  The Comedy o f  E r ro rs  
and The Two Gentlemen o f  Verona -  a ls o  se rve  to  emphasise th e  i l l u s o r y  
c h a ra c te r  both  o f  t h e * t h e a t r e  and o f  l i f e  g e n e ra l ly  i n  i t s  t h e a t r i c a l  -  
th e  s o c io lo g i s t  would say, 'd r a m a tu r g ic a l '  -  a s p e c t .
Thus i n  The Two Gentlemen o f  Verona, J u l i a ' s  lo v e r  P ro teu s  has
b e tra ye d  he r and i s  p ay ing  c o u r t  to  S i l v i a .  J u l i a  goes to  S i l v i a  i n
th e  g u ise  o f  P ro te u s ' page. The subj e c t  o f  t h e i r  c o n v e rs a t io n  i s
P ro te u s '  f i r s t  lo v e :
S i l v i a . How t a l l  was she?
J u l i a . About my s t a t u r e ;  f o r  a t  P e n te co s t ,
When a l l  our pageants o f  d e l i g h t  were p l a y 'd ,  .
One youth  go t me to  p la y  th e  woman's p a r t ,
And I  was t r im m 'd  i n  Madam J u l i a ' s  gown;
. Which served me as f i t ,  by a l l ’ men's judgem ents,
As i f  the  garment had been made f o r  me;
T h e re fo re  I  know she i s  about my h e ig h t .
And a t  t h a t  t im e  I  made he r weep agood,
For I  d id  p la y  a la m e n ta b le  p a r t .
Madam, ' twas A r iadne  p a s s io n in g
For Theseus' p e r ju r y  and u n ju s t  f l i g h t ;
Which I  so l i v e l y  ac ted  w i th  my te a r s  
That my poor m is t r e s s ,  moved t h e r e w i t h a l ,
Wept b i t t e r l y ;  and would I  m igh t be dead
I f  I  i n  th o u g h t  f e l t  n o t  he r ve ry  so rro w . ( IV ,  4 , 153)
In  t h i s  passage, we s e e . "a  s e r ie s  o f  i l l u s i o n s  re ce d in g  i n t o  dep th  o f
which the  most rem ote, the  te a r s  wrung from J iu l ia  by th e  s tage  p r e s e n ta t io n
o f  a l o v e r ' s  p e r f i d y ,  i n  f a c t  re p re s e n ts  r e a l i t y "  ( R ig h te r ,  19£ t-).  So
w h i le  th e  th e a t r e  i s  an i l l u s i o n ,  i t  i s  an i l l u s i o n  t h a t  t e l l s  th e
truth - about our own disguises and play-acting.
However, a f t e r  re a c h in g  r e a l i t y  th rou g h  i l l u s i o n  i n  t h i s  way, •
Shakespeare may t u r n  th e  ta b le s —on h is  aud ience by f ra m in g  even t h a t
r e a l i t y  w i t h in  th e  bounds o f  a r t i f i c e .  Thus i n  Love'.s L a b o u r 's  L o s t ,
Berowne and h is  companions have been making fun  o f  H o lo fe rn e s *
perform ance i n  th e  p la y  w i t h in  th e  p la y :
H o lo fe rn e s . I  w i l l  no t  be p u t  ou t  o f  countenance.
Berowne. Because thou  h a s t  no fa c e .
• .  •  •
H o lo fe rn e s . You have pu t me ou t o f  countenance.
Berowne. F a ls e :  we have g ive n  thee  fa c e s .
. H o lo fe rn e s . But you have o u t f a c 'd  them a l l .  (V , 2, 600, 613)
T h is  se rves  to  emphasise Berowne's r e a l i t y  a t  th e  expense o f  H o lo fe rn e s '
" f a c e s " .  But then  a messenger i n t e r r u p t s  th e  comedy:
____----- — Marcade. God save you, madam!  --------------------- :------- :—— — —— ----------
P r in c e s s . Welcome, Marcade;
But t h a t  thou i n t e r r u p t e s t  our m e rr im e n t .
Marcade. I  am s o r r y ,  madam; f o r  th e  news I  b r in g  
I s  heavy i n  my tongue . The K ing your f a t h e r  -  
P r in c e s s . Dead, f o r  my l i f e !
Marcade. Even so; my t a l e  i s  t o l d .
Berowne. W o r th ie s ,  aWay; th e  scene b eg in s  t o  c lo u d .
( v ,  2 ,  703)  ■
Berowne has been h im s e l f  " o u t f a c 'd "  -  th e  j e s t e r ' s  r o le  no lo n g e r  has
a p la ce  i n  th e  r e a l  w o r ld  where peop le  d ie .  And Shakespeare, la y s  s t i l l
more s t r e s s  on the  i l l u s o r y - c h a r a c t e r  o f  th e  comedy by end ing  i t  i n  a
most u n rom an t ic  manner -  the- la d ie s  impose a tw e lve -m on th  p e r io d  o f
a b s te n t io n  on th e  men to  t e s t  the  s t r e n g th  o f  t h e i r  a f f e c t i o n :
Berowne. Our wooing doth  no t end l i k e  an o ld  p la y :
Jack hath  no t J i l l .  These l a d i e s '  c o u r te s y  
M igh t w e l l  have made b u r  s p o r t  a comBdy.
K in g . Come, s i r ,  i t  wants a twe lvem onth  an ' a day,
And then  ' t w i l l  end.
Berowne. T h a t 's  to o  lo n g  f o r  a p la y .  (V , 2, 862)
Berowne here  d e s t ro y s  th e  d ra m a t ic  i l l u s i o n  by s te p p in g  i n t o  th e  r e a l  
l i f e  aud ience . Thus th e  ve ry  a r t i f i c i a l i t y  o f  th e  p la y  has served to  
h e ig h te n  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  i t s  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c te r .
The p la y  w i t h in  th e  p la y  i s  used f o r  a s i m i l a r  purpose i n  The
Midsummer N ig h t ' s  Dream; f o r  th e  perfo rm ance o f  Bottom and h is  p la y e rs
i s  t r e a te d  i n  as condescending a manner as H o lo fe rn e s *  i n  L o v e 's  L a b o u r 's  
L o s t  i
H ip p o ly ta . T h is  i s  th e  s i l l i e s t  s t u f f  t h a t  eve r I  hea rd .
Theseus. The bes t i n  t h i s  k in d  a re  bu t shadows; and
the  w o rs t  a re  no worse, i f  im a g in a t io n  amend them.
H ip p o ly ta . I t  must be your im a g in a t io n  th e n ,  and n o t  
t h e i r s .
Theseus. I f  we im ag ine  no worse o f  them than  th e y  . 
o f  them se lves ,  the y  may pass f o r  e x c e l le n t  men.
(W, 1 , 209)
Shakespeare may have been t h i n k i n g  here  o f  th e  aud ience at. the  f i r s t
perfo rm ance o f  Romeo and J u l i e t . And c e r t a i n l y ,  P uck 's  words a t  th e  end
o f  th e  p la y  seem to  be a sop to  th e  more hard-headed s c e p t ic s  i n  h is
aud ience , who cou ld  no t ta k e  the  more ro m a n t ic ,  i d e a l i s t i c  e lem ents
i n  h is  p la y s :
I f  we shadows have o f fe n d e d ,
T h in k  bu t t h i s ,  and a l l  i s  mended,
That you h ave -bu t s lu m b 're d .h e re  
W h ile  these  v is io n s  d id  appear.
And t h i s  weak and i d l e  theme,
No more y ie ld in g  bu t a dream,
G e n t le s ,  do no t rep rehend.
I f  you pardon , we w i l l  mend. (V, 1, 412)
But i t  i s  no t  perhaps Theseus and H ip p o ly ta ,  and t h e i r  s c e p t ic is m ,  
w h ich , to  Shakespeare, a re  th e  "shadows" needing "m end ing"?  F o r th e y ,  
who t h i n k  lo v e  to  be "madness" and p o e t ry  an " a i r y  n o th in g " ,  would no t
In  th e  p la y ,  Hamlet p la y s  th e  r o le s  o f  P r in c e ,  madman, and
d r a m a t i s t ;  and i n  th e  p la y  w i t h in  th e  p la y  -  cho rus .  The method in
h is  madness i s  t h a t  i t  enab les  him td  probe beneath th e  masks o f  o th e rs '
and y e t  "scape d e t e c t in g " ,  l ike ~ 3 a cq u e s  i n  As You L ik e  I t :
I n v e s t  me i n  my m o t le y ;  g iv e  me le a ve
To speak my m ind, and I  w i l l  th rou g h  and th ro u g h
Cleanse th e  f o u l  body o f  t h f in f e c te d  w o r ld ,
I f  th e y  w i l l  p a t i e n t l y  r e c e iv e  my m e d ic in e .  ( I I , 7 , 58)
He uses h is  f o l l y  l i k e  a s t a l k in g - h o r s e ,  and under th e  
p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  t h a t  he shoo ts  h is  w i t .  ( V/, 4 , 100)
Qua d r a m a t is t ,  t o o ,  he i s  s e a rc h in g  f o r  th e  t r u t h :
Observe my u n c le .  I f  h is  o c c u l te d  g u i l t  
Do n o t i t s e l f  unkenne l i n  one speech,
I t  i s  a damned ghost t h a t  we have seen,
And my im a g in a t io n s  a re  as f o u l  
As V u lc a n 's  s t i t h y .  G ive him h e e d fu l  n o te ;
For I  mine eyes w i l l  r i v e t  to  h is  fa c e ;
And, a f t e r ,  we w i l l  both  our judgements j o i n
— — — —— —In  censure o f  h is  seem ing. — ——  -----------—------ ( i l l , 2, 78) ——
And qua P r in c e  and son o f  th e  Queen, he i s  s t i l l  h o ld in g  " t h e  m i r r o r  up
to  n a tu r e " :
0 Ham let, speak no more!
Thou t u r n ' s t  my eyes i n t o  my ve ry  s o u l ;
And th e re  I  see such b la c k  and g ra in e d  spo ts
As w i l l  no t le a ve  t h e i r  t i n c t .  ( i l l , 4 , 88.)
Thus H am le t, though a f i c t i o n ,  i s  ve ry  concerned w i th  re a l is m  and t r u t h .
And we may suppose t h a t  Shakespeare, even i f  he d id  n o t  agree w i th
Touchstone i n  As You L ik e  I t  t h a t  " th e  t r u e s t  p o e t ry  i s  th e  most f e ig n in g
would have accepted t h a t  p o e t ry  must be, i n  A u d re y 's  words, "a  t r u e
t h i n g "  i n  some sense o f  the  word ' t r U e ' .
However, Hamlet expresses some o f  the  o ld  doub ts  about h i s  a r t  i n  
h is  r e a c t io n  to  the  P la y e r 's  speech:
I s  i t  n o t  monstrous t h a t  t h i s  p la y e r  ha re ,
But i n  a f i c t i o n , ,  i n  a dream o f  p a ss ion ,
Could f o r c e  h is  s o u l  so to  h is  own c o n c e i t  
Tha t from her w o rk ing  a l l  h i s  v isage  w ann 'd ;
Tears i n  h is  eyes, d i s t r a c t i o n  i n ’ s a spe c t ,
A broken v o ic e ,  and h is  whole fu n c t io n  s u i t i n g  
W ith  form s to  h is  c o n c e i t?  And a l l  f o r  n o th in g !
For Hecuba!
W hat's  Hecuba to  him o r  he to  Hecuba,
That he shou ld  weep f o r  he r?  ( I I ,  2, 544)
The th e a t r e  may m i r r o r  r e a l i t y ,  b u t  a c t in g  i s  an e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  u n re a l
p ro fe s s io n .  For th e  f i n e s t  a c to r ,  even when most taken  i n  by h is  a c t ,
p re s e n ts  no more than  "a  dream o f  p a s s io n " .  And, in d ee d , th e  a c to r
who i s  most taken  i n  by h is  a c t ,  keep ing  no ' r o l e  d is ta n c e *  (Goffm an,
1961),  i s  th e  most u n re a l  o f  p eo p le ,  whether h is  perfo rm ance i s  on th e
s tage  o r  i n  r e a l  l i f e .  Such i s  M a lv o l io  i n  T w e l f th  N ig h t :
M a lv o l io . : Go, hang y o u rs e lv e s  a l l !  You a re  i d l e
s h a l lo w  t h in g s ;  I  am no t o f  your e lem en t;  you s h a l l
- ' ■ know more h e r e a f t e r . ______________— '— — -  •' ." ■— E x i t .— —— —
S i r  Toby. I s ’ t  p o s s ib le ?
F a b ia n . I f  t h i s  were p l a y ’ d upon a s tage  now, I  cou ld
condemn i t  as an im probab le  f i c t i o n .  ( i l l , 4 , 117)
And y e t  man i s  o f te n  l i k e  t h i s .  And the  th e a t r e  does a . s e r v i c e  to  th e
t r u t h  i n  showing how, as I s a b e l la  says' i n  Measure f o r  Measure:
man, proud man,
D re ss 'd  i n  a l i t . t l e  b r i e f  a u t h o r i t y ,
Most ig n o ra n t  o f  what h e 's  most a s s u r 'd ,
H is  g la s s y  essence, l i k e  an angry ape,
P lays  such f a n t a s t i c  t r i c k s  b e fo re  h ig h  heaven
As makes th e  ange ls  weep; who, w i th  our s p le e n s ,
Would a l l  them se lves  laugh  m o r ta l .  ( I I ,  2, 117)
The g ro tesque  i s  here  on th e  p o in t  o f  becoming th e  t r a g i c .
The l a t e r  t r a g e d ie s  are  th e  peak o f  Shakespeare 's  ach ievem ent.  
But even here th e  doubts  re a s s e r t  them se lves ,  as most s a v a g e ly ,  i n  
Timon o f  A thens:
P o e t . How now, p h i lo s o p h e r !
Apemantus. Thou l i e s t .
P o e t . A r t  no t one?
Apemantus. Yes. ,
P o e t . Then I  l i e  n o t .
Apemantus. A r t  no t  a poe t?
P o e t . Yes.
Apemantus. Then thou  l i e s t .  ( I ,  1 , 217)
But th e  t h e a t r i c a l  metaphor i s  s t i l l  be ing  used -  and w i th  g re a t  e f f e c t :
When we are  b o rn ,  we c ry  t h a t  we a re  come
To t h i s  g re a t  s tage  o f  f o o l s .  K ing Lear IV ,  6, 183
L i f e ’ s bu t a w a lk in g  shadow, a poor p la y e r ,
That s t r u t s  and f r e t s  h is  hour upon the  s ta g e ,
And then  i s  heard no more. Macbeth V, 5, 24
L ik e  a d u l l  a c to r  now 
I  have f o r g o t  my p a r t  and I  am o u t ,
Even to  a f u l l  d is g ra c e . ,  C o r io la n u s , V, 3 , 40
But i n  Antony and C le o p a t ra , th e  in c o m m e n s u ra b i l i t y  o f  l i f e  and a r t ,  
" n a tu r e "  and " f a n c y " ,  i s  r e - e s ta b l i s h e d :    ■  —
C le o p a t ra . I  dreamt th e re  was an Emperor Antony -
0, such a no th e r  s le e p ,  t h a t , I  m igh t see
But such a n o the r  man!
T h ink  you th e re  was o r  m igh t be such a man 
As t h i s  I  dreamt o f?
D o la b e l la . G en t le  madam, no.
C le o p a t ra . You l i e ,  up to  th e  h e a r in g  o f  th e  gods.
But i f  th e re  be nor eve r  were one such,
I t ' s . p a s t  th e  s iz e  o f  d ream ing. N ature  wants s t u f f  
To v ie  s t ra ng e  forms w i th  fa n c y ;  y e t  t ' im ag ine  
And Antony were n a tu r e 's  p ie ce  'g a in s t  fa n c y ,
Condemning shadows q u i t e .  ( V, 2, 76, 93)
The paradox i s  t h a t  i t  i s  o f te n  th e  "dream" o r  a r t  t h a t  r e s to r e s  to  us
a sense o f  th e  r ic h n e s s  o f  r e a l i t y .
In  th e  l a s t  p la y s ,  th e  r o le  o f  th e  c r e a to r  becomes a lm os t one w i th  
t h a t  o f  th e  C re a to r  o f  a l l  t h in g s .  And we a ls o  f i n d  an in c re a s e d  
c o n fu s io n  o f ,  a b l u r r i n g  o f  th e  edges between, dream and r e a l i t y . *
*  Thus Prospero  i n  The Tempest:
We a re  such s t u f f  
As dreams are  made on; and our l i t t l e  l i f e  
I s  rounded w i th  a s le e p .  ( IV ,  1, 156)
God, i n  these  p la y s ,  re v e a ls  H im s e l f  more r e a d i l y  i n  dreams than  i n  the  
r e a l i t y  o f  waking l i f e .  And man l i v e s  h is  s o - c a l le d  waking l i f e  i n  a 
dream o f  h is  own c o n s t r u c t io n .
Thus, i n  C ym be line , Imogen awakes from her dream o n ly  i n  o rd e r  to
f a l l  i n t o  a n o th e r  k in d  o f  d e c e p t io n ,  m is ta k in g  th e  body o f  C lo te n  f o r  t h a t
o f  he r husband Posthumus ( IV ,  2, 292 -3 3 3 ) .  L a te r ,  Posthumus, to o ,  wakes
from a dream, and re fu s e s  to  b e l ie v e  the  prophecy l y i n g  i n  f r o n t  o f  h im:
'T i s  s t i l l  a dream, o r e ls e  such s t u f f  as madmen 
Tongue, and b ra in  n o t ;  e i t h e r  both o r  n o th in g ,
Or sense less  speak ing , o r  a speak ing  such •
As sense cannot u n t i e .  Be what i t  i s ,
The a c t io n  o f  my l i f e  i s  l i k e  to  i t ,  which
I ' l l  keep, i f  bu t  f o r  sympathy. ( IV ,  4 , 144)
A ga in , i n  The W in te r 's  T a le , L e o n te s ' l i f e  i s  l i k e  a dream:
Herm ione. S i r ,
You speak a language t h a t  I  unders tand  n o t .
My l i f e  s tands  i n  the  l e v e l  o f  your dreams,
Wnicn I ' l l  l a y  down.
L e o n te s . Your a c t io n s  a re  my dreams.
' You had a b a s ta rd  by P o l ix e n e s ,
And I  bu t  dream 'd i t .  ( i l l ,  2, 78)
And i n  The Tempest, C a l ib a n  a ls o  con fuses dream and r e a l i t y :
The i s l e  i s  f u l l  o f  n o is e s ,
Sounds, and sweet a i r s ,  t h a t  g iv e  d e l i g h t ,  and h u r t  n o t ,  
Sometimes a thousand tw a n g l in g  in s t ru m e n ts  
W i l l  hum about mine e a rs ;  and sometime v o ic e s ,
T h a t ,  i f  I  then  had w ak 'd , a f t e r  lo n g  s le e p ,
W i l l  make me s leep  a g a in ;  and th e n ,  i n  dream ing,
The c louds  methought would open and show r ic h e s  
Ready to  drop upon me, t h a t ,  when I  w a k 'd ,
I  c r ie d  to  dream a g a in .  ( i l l ,  2 , 130)
The f i n a l  r e c o g n i t io n  scenes o f te n  have a q u a l i t y  o f  waking from  a dream,
o r  f a l l i n g  i n t o  one. Thus P e r i c le s ,  on f i n d i n g  h is  l o n g - l o s t  d a u g h te r :
T h is  i s  the  r a r e s t  dream t h a t  e 'e r  d u l l  s leep
Did mock sad f o o ls  w i t h a l .  (V , 1 , 160)
And Cym beline , on re c o g n is in g  th e  v o ic e  o f  Imogen: '
l i lha t, makes thou  me a d u l l a r d  i n  t h i s  a c t?  (V , 5, 265)
The c e n t re p ie c e  o f  The W in te r 's  T a le  i s  a debate on th e  m e r i t s  o f
b re ed in g  f lo w e r s ,  i n  which th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between dream and r e a l i t y
g iv e s  way to  t h a t  between a r t  and n a tu re :  •
P o l ix e n e s . Shepherdess -
A f a i r  one a re  you -  w e l l  you f i t  our ages 
W ith  f l o w ' r s ' o f  w in te r .
P e r d i t a . S i r ,  th e  year grow ing  a n c ie n t ,
Not y e t  on summer's death nor on th e  b i r t h  
Of t r e m b l in g  w in te r ,  th e  f a i r e s t  f l o w ' r s  o ' th * s e a s o n  
Are our c a rn a t io n s  and s t r e a k 'd  g i l l y v o r s ,
Which some c a l l  n a tu r e 's  b a s ta rd s .  Of t h a t  k in d
Our r u s t i c  g a rd e n 's  b a r re n ;  and I- ca re  no t
To ge t s l i p s  o f  them.
P o l ix e n e s . W here fo re , g e n t le  maiden,
Do you n e g le c t  them?
P e r d i t a . For I  have heard i t  s a id
__J_____   There i s  an a r t  which i n  t h e i r  p iedness sh a res—  -----------— - ——
W ith  g re a t  c r e a t in g  n a tu re .
P o l ix e n e s . Say th e re  be;
Yet n a tu re  i s  made b e t t e r  by no mean
But n a tu re  makes t h a t  mean; so over t h a t  a r t ,
Which you say adds to  n a tu re ,  i s  an a r t
That n a tu re  makes. You se e ,- sweet maid, we marry
A. g e n t le r  s c io n  to  th e  w i l d e s t  s to c k ,
And make conce ive  a bark  o f  baser k in d
By bud o f  n o b le r  ra c e .  T h is  i s  an a r t
Which does mend n a tu re  -  change i t  r a t h e r ;  bu t
The a r t  i t s e l f  i s  n a tu re .  ( IV ,  111, 77)
Here, th e n ,  a r t  i s  no t opposed to  n a tu re ,  as i n  A Midsummer N i g h t ' s  Dream.
Nor does i t  s im p ly  m i r r o r  n a tu re ,  as i n  H am le t . I t  is i  n a tu re  -  o r  r a t h e r ,
a p a r t  o f  n a tu re ,  "a  g e n t le r  s c io n "  which when m a rr ie d  to  th e  w i l d e r
s to c k  conce ives  a "bud o f  n o b le r  ra c e "  -  th e  d is c e rn in g  aud ie n ce .
The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  a r t  i n  n a tu re  i s  d r a m a t i c a l l y  r e a l i s e d  i n  th e  
f i n a l  scene o f  th e  p la y ,  which c e n t re s  on th e  coming to  l i f e  o f  Hermione
o r  r a t h e r ,  o f  her s ta tu s :
a p ie ce  many years  i n  do ing  and now newly p e r fo rm 'd  
by t h a t  r a r e  I t a l i a n  m as te r ,  J u l i o  Romano, who, had 
he h im s e l f '  e t e r n i t y  and cou ld  b re a th  i n t o  h is  work, 
would b e g u i le  n a tu re  o f  her custom, so p e r f e c t l y  i s  
he her ape. • . (V ,..2 , ..93)
As P a u l in a  says to  Leo n te s ,  b e fo re  unvsiLing th e  s ta tu e :
Prepare
To see the  l i f e  as l i v e l y  mock'd as ever
S t i l l  s leep  mock'd dea th .  (V , 3, 18)
But th e  s le e p in g  a re  n o t dead, and a r t  can come to  l i f e  -  Hermione s te p s
down from th e  p e d e s ta l :
0 , s h e 's  warm!
I f  t h i s  be m agic, l e t  i t  be an a r t
L a w fu l as e a t in g .  ( V, 3, 109)-
Magic, perhaps; bu t an a r t  as l a w f u l  as p o e t ic  drama. Fo r i n  t h i s  
m ag ica l a r t  Shakespeare "apes "  h is  own m ira c u lo u s  g i f t .  J u s t  as Romano(s
s ta tu e ,  though dead, comes to  l i f e ,  so Shakespearean drama, though a dream, 
both  m i r r o r s  and p la y s  a p a r t  i n  th e  r e a l  w o r ld .
In  The Tempest, f i n a l l y ,  the  c r e a to r  a b ju re s  h is  a r t :
Ye e lv e s  o f  h i l l s ,  b rooks ,  s ta n d in g  la k e s ,  and g ro ves ;
And ye t h a t  on the  sands w i th  p r i n t l e s s  fo o t  
Do chase the  ebb ing -N eptune , and do f l y  him 
When he comes back; you dem i-puppets  t h a t  
By moonshine do the  green sour r i n g l e t s  make,
Whereof th e  ewe no t b i t e s ;  and you Whose pastim e 
I s  to  make m id n ig h t  mushrooms, t h a t  r e jo i c e  
To hear th e  solemn cu r fe w ;  by whose a id  -  
Weak m asters  though ye be -  I  have bedimm'd 
The n o o n t id e  sun, c a l l ' d  f o r t h  th e  m utinous w inds ,
And ' t w i x t  th e  green sea and th e  a z u r 'd  v a u l t  
Set r o a r in g  war. To th e  dread r a t t l i n g  thu n d e r  
Have I  g ive n  f i r e ,  and f i r t e d  J o v e 's  s to u t  oak 
W ith  h is  own b o l t ;  the  s t ro n g -b a s 'd  p rom ontory 
Have I  made shake, and by the  spurs  p lu c k 'd  up 
The p in e  and ceda r.  Graves a t  my command 
Have wak 'd  t h e i r  s le e p e rs ,  o p 'd ,  and l e t  'em f o r t h ,
By my so p o te n t  a r t .  But t h i s  rough magic ,
I  here  a b ju re ;  and when I  have r e q u i r ' d  
Some heaven ly  music -  which even now I  do -  
To work mine end upon t h e i r  senses t h a t  
T h is  a i r y  charm i s ' . f o r ,  I ' l l  b reak my s t a f f ,  •
Bury i t  c e r t a in  fathoms in  th e  e a r th ,
And deeper than  d id  ever  plummet sound
I ' l l  drown my book. Solemn m u s ic .
( v ,  1 .  3 3 )
For t h i s  " rough  m ag ic" can no lo n g e r  be in t e r p r e t e d  as an a l le g o r y  o f  
th e  p o e t - d r a m a t i s t ' s  a r t .  I t  savours  o f  s p i r i t u a l i s m  and th e  o c c u l t .
So Shakespeare, l i k e  a good C a th o l i c ,  t u r n s  t o  th e  "h e a v e n ly  m u s ic " ,  
th e  Grace o f  th e  o n ly  True C re a to r ;  and drowns th e  book o f  h i s  "so  
p o te n t " ,  bu t  no more than  d e r i v a t i v e ,  a r t  i n  the  dep ths  o f  th e  o r i g i n a l
c r e a t io n .
5. The Creature : Noise or Harmony
Shakespearean man i s  born i n  th e  image o f  m us ic , the  music o f  a •
heaven ly  harmony: —
S i t ,  J e s s ic a .  Look how the  f l o o r  o f  heaven 
I s  t h i c k  i n l a i d  w i th  p a t in e s  o f  b r i g h t  g o ld ;
T h e re 's  no t  th e  s m a l le s t  o rb  which thou  b e h o ld 's t  
But i n  h is  m o tion  l i k e  an ange l s in g s ,
S t i l l  q u i r in g  to  th e  y o un g -e y 'd  c h e ru b in s ;
Such harmony i s  i n  im m o r ta l  s o u ls ,
But w h i l s t  t h i s  muddy r e s tu r e  o f  decay 
Doth g ro s s ly  c lo s e  i t  i n ,  we cannot hear i t .
The Merchant o f  V e n ic e , \ l , 1
T h is  image -  " t h ' e s s e n t i a l  v e s t r u r e  o f  c r e a t i o n " ,  i n  'M ichae l C a s s io 's
phrase -  i s  seen (o r  hea rd ) o n ly  by him who lo v e s .  So
The man t h a t  ha th  no music i n  h im s e l f ,
l\!or i s  no t  mov'd w i th  concord o f  sweet sounds,
I s  f i t  f o r  t re a s o n s ,  s tra ta g e m s , and s p o i l s ;
— :___ •------- The m otions  o f  h i s  s p i r i t  a re  du 11 as n i g h t ,— ------ — -——— —
And h is  a f f e c t i o n s  dark  as Erebus.
L e t  no such man be t r u s t e d .  Mark th e  m us ic . (V , 1, 83)
liie mark, th e n ,  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Shy lock  d i s l i k e s  music ( I I ,  5, 2 7 -3 3 ) ,  and
t h a t  Cass ius  i n  J u l i u s  Caesar "h e a rs  no m u s ic " .  Such men a re  o f t e n  to  be
seen d i s r u p t in g  l o v e r s '  harmony:
Desdemona. The heavens f o r b i d
But t h a t  our lo v e s  and co m fo r ts  shou ld  in c re a s e  
Even as our days do growl 
O th e l lo .  Amen to  t h a t ,  sweet powers!
I  cannot speak enough o f  t h i s  c o n te n t ;
I t  s top s  me h e re ;  i t  i s  too. much o f  jo y .
And t h i s ,  and t h i s ,  the  g re a te s t  d is c o rd s  be
They k i s s .
That e 'e r  our h e a r ts  s h a l l  make!
Ia q o . ( A s id e ) 0 , you a re  w e l l  t u n 'd  now!
But I ' l l  s e t  down the  pegs t h a t  make t h i s  m us ic ,
As honest as I  am. O t h e l l o , I I ,  1 , 191.
He lu r e s  him on to  l i s t e n  to  a n o th e r ,  d ia b o l i c  melody:
Not Cassio k i l l ' d !  Then m u rd e r 's  ou t  o f  tu n e ,
And sweet revenge grows h a rsh .  (V, 2, 118)
124.
The r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  th e  ’’ nob le  and most s o v e re ig n  reason”  becomes, i n  
O p h e l ia ’ s words:
L ik e  sweet b e l l s  ja n g le d ,  ou t  o f  t im e  and h a rsh .
Ham let. I l l ,  1 ,  1581 *
As Pandarus says:
F u l l  m e r r i l y  th e  humble-bee do th  s in g  
T i l l  he ha th  l o s t  h is  honey and h is  s t i n g ;
And be ing  once subdu 'd  i n  armed t a i l  
Sweet honey and sweet no tes  to g e th e r  f a i l .
T r o i l u s  and C re s s id a , V, 10, 41.
The o n ly  hope then  i s  t h a t ,  under the  in f lu e n c e  o f  lo v e ,  th e  e v i l  gen ius
w i l l  d e p a r t ;
2 S o l d i e r . Peace, what no ise?
3 S o l d i e r . L i s t ,  l i s t !
2 S o l d i e r . H a rk !
3 S o l d i e r . Music i ' t h ’ a i r .
4 S o l d i e r . Under the  e a r th .
5 S o l d i e r . I t  s ig n s  w e l l ,  does i t  no t?
4 S o ld ie r .  No.__________  •------—— -------------------------- -------- -------— — —
3 S o l d i e r . Peace, I  say! UJhat shou ld  t h i s  mean?
2 S o l d i e r . ' T i s  th e  god H e rc u le s ,  whom Antony l o v ' d ,
now le a ve s  h im . Antony and C le o p a t ra ,  IV ,  3 , 12.
Romantic lo v e  -  ' f a n c y '  i n  the  Shakespearean v o c a b u la ry  -  has a
d i s t i n c t i v e l y  b i t t e r - s w e e t  to n e :
M e lod ious d is c o rd ,  heaven ly  tune  harsh  sound ing ,
E a r 's  deep-sweet m us ic , and h e a r t ' s  deep-so re  wounding.
Venus and A d o n is , 431.
For i t  i s  a m ix tu re  o f  lo v e  and l u s t ,  a b id in g  a f f e c t i o n  and p ass ing
in f a t u a t i o n :
I f  music be th e  food o f  lo v e ,  p la y  on,
G ive  me excess o f  i t ,  t h a t ,  s u r f e i t i n g ,
The a p p e t i te  may s ic k e n  and so d ie .
That s t r a i n  a g a in !  I t  had a d y in g  f a l l ;
0, i t  came o ’ e r  my ear l i k e  th e  sweet sound 
That b rea thes  upon a bank o f  v i o l e t s ,
S te a l in g  and g iv in g  odou r!  Enough, no more; .
'T i s  h o t  so sweet now as i t  was b e fo re .  T w e l f th  N ig h t , I ,  1 , 1 .
1 . c f .  I l l ,  4 , l a G - i ,
Thus fancy's music has a valedictory quality:
A Song, th e  w h i l s t  Bassanio comments on the  c a ske ts  to  
h im s e l f * '
T e l l  me where i s  fap cy  b red ,
Or i n  th e  h e a r t  o r~ in  th e  head,
How b eg o t,  how n ou r ished?
R ep ly ,  r e p ly .
I t  i s  engend 'red  i n  th e  eyes,
W ith  gaz ing  fe d ;  and fan cy  d ie s  
In  the  c ra d le  where i t  l i e s .
L e t us a l l  r i n g  f a n c y 's  k n e l l :
I ' l l  beg in  i t  -  D ing , dong, b e l l .
A l l . D ing , dong, b e l l .  The Merchant o f  V e n ic e , 1 1 1 ,2 ,6 3 .
How th e  music o f  th e  s o u l ,  which i n  the  m a jo r keys speaks o f  lo v e ,
m odula tes i n t o  the  m ino r keys "when h o n o u r 's  a t  th e  s ta k e " .  Thus th e
v o ic e  o f  Antony
was p r o p e r t ie d
 ________ i_As a l l _ t h e  tuned sphe res , a n d - th a t  to  f r i e n d s ; ------- -—— — — —  —
But when he meant to  q u a i l  and shake th e  o rb ,
He was as r a t t l i n g  th u n d e r .  Antony and C le o p a t ra , V, 2, 83.
However, when t h a t  'h o n o u r '  i s  p e rs o n a l p r id e  o r  v a in g lo r y ,  then  th e  'm u s ic '
i s  i n  f a c t  n o is e ,  no t  harmony. Thus Antony:
T rum pe te rs ,
W ith  brazen d in  b la s t  you the  c i t y ' s  ea r ;
Hake m in g le  w i th  our r a t t l i n g  tam bou r ines ,
That heaven and e a r th  may s t r i k e  t h e i r  sounds to g e th e r ,
A pp laud ing  our approach. Antony and C le o p a t ra , IV ,  8 , 35.
The a m b it io u s  man w i l l ,  l i k e  R icha rd  Crookback, p r e fe r  th e  " s t e r n
a la rum s" o f  war to  the  "weak p ip in g  t im e  o f  peace".
My t h r o a t  o f  war be t u r n ' d ,
Which q u ie r 'd  w i th  my drum, i n t o  a p ip e  
Sm all as an eunuch .o r  th e  v i r g i n  vo ic e
That bab ies  l u l l s  a s le e p !  C o r io la n u s ,  I I I ,  2 , 111.
The harmony o f  a man's s o u l  s h o u ld ,  i d e a l l y ,  be r e f l e c t e d  i n  the
harmony o f  h is  f a m i ly  l i f e :
; Mark how one s t r i n g ,  sweet husband to  a n o th e r ,
S t r i k e s  each i n  each i n  m utua l o rd e r in g ;
Resembling s i r e ,  and c h i l d ,  and happy m other,
Who, a l l  i n  one, one p le a s in g  note  do s in g .  Sonnet 8 , 9
And i n  th e  harmony o f  th e  s t a te :
For government, though h ig h ,  and lo w , and lo w e r ,
Put i n t o  p a r t s ,  doth  keep i n  one conse n t,
Congree ing i n  a f u l l  and n a tu r a l  c lo s e ,
L ik e  m us ic . Henry V, I ,  1 , 180.
But th e re  can be no p o l i t i c a l  harmony w i th o u t  j u s t i c e  and o rd e r :
Take bu t degree away, untune t h a t  s t r i n g ,
And hark  what d is c o rd  f o l l o w s !  Each t h in g  m e lts  
In  mere oppugnancy : the  bounded w a te rs  
Should l i f t  t h e i r  bosoms h ig h e r  than  th e  sh o res ,
And make a sop o f  a l l  t h i s  s o l i d  g lo b e ;
S t re n g th  shou ld  be l o r d  o f  i m b e c i l i t y ,
And th e  rude son shou ld  s t r i k e  h is  f a th e r .d e a d ;  .
-  " Force shou ld  “ be“ r i g h t ; o r ,  r a t h e r ,  r i g h t  and wrong -
Between whose end less  j a r  j u s t i c e  re s id e s  -  
Should lo s e  t h e i r  names, and so shou ld  j u s t i c e  to o .
T r o i l u s  and C re s s id a , I , 3
"The t im e  i s  ou t  o f  j o i n t "  when th e re  i s  no concord between th e  r u l e r
and h is  peop le :
Music do I  hear?
Ha, ha! keep t im e .  How sour sweet music i s  
When t im e  i s  b roke  and no p r o p o r t io n  k e p t !
So i t  i s  i n  the  music o f  men’ s l i v e s .
And here  have I  th e  d a in t in e s s  o f  ear 
To check t im e  broke i n  a d i s o r d e r 'd  s t r i n g ;
But f o r  the  concord o f  my s ta te  and t im e ,
Had no t an ear to  hear my t r u e  t im e  b ro ke . R ich a rd  I I , V, 5,
T h is  concord depends on whether th e  r u l e r ' s  s t a te  ( i n  both  th e
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  and th e  p o l i t i c a l  senses) i s  i n  t im e  w i th  the  h eaven ly  
kingdom. For
1D9.
41.
The f in g e r s  o f  th e  p o w 'rs  above do tune 
The harmony o f  t h i s  peace. C ym be line , V, 5, 464.
The c r e a t i v e  a r t i s t ’ s music can be o f  h e lp  h e re ,  a l th o u g h ,  to,
Shakespeare 's  e a rs ,  i t  has a ve ry  a m b iva len t  q u a l i t y :
Once I  s a t  upon a p rom o nto ry ,
And heard a mermaid on a d o lp h in 's  back 
U t t e r in g  such d u lc e t  and harmonious b re a th  
Tha t th e  rude sea grew c i v i l  a t  her son,
And c e r t a i n  s t a r s  sh o t madly from t h e i r  spheres
To hear th e  s e a -m a id 's  m us ic . A M idsummer M ig h t ' s  Dream,
I I ,  1 ,  149
T h is  music mads me. L e t  i t  sound no more;
For though i t  have h o lp  madmen to  t h e i r  w i t s ,
In  me i t  seems i t  w i l l  make w ise men mad. R icha rd  I I , \l, !
Music o f t  h a th .s u c h  a charm 
To make bad good and good provoke to  harm.
Measure f o r  Measure« IV ,  1
But, i n  th e  l a t e  p la y s ,  music has an u n a m b iv a le n t ly  good e f f e c t :
T h is  music c re p t  by me upon th e  w a te rs ,
A l la y in g  both  t h e i r  f u r y  and my pass ion
W ith  i t s  sweet a i r . . .  The Tempest, I ,  2 , 391.
That i s  why, a c c o rd in g  to  Lorenzo ,
th e  poet
D id f e ig n  t h a t  Drpheus drew t r e e s ,  s to n e s ,  and f lo o d s ;
S ince  nought so s t o c k is h ,  h a rd ,  and f u l l  o f  rage ,
But music f o r  th e  t im e  doth  change h is  n a tu re .
The Merchant o f  V e n ic e , V,
Drpheus reappears  a t  the  end o f  Shakespeare 's  c a re e r :
E v e ry th in g  t h a t  heard him p la y ,
Even th e  b i l l o w s  o f  th e  sea,
Hung t h e i r  heads and then  la y  by.
In  sweet music i s  such a r t ,
K i l l i n g  care  and g r i e f  of. h e a r t
F a l l  as leep  o r  h e a r in g  d ie .  Henry V I I I , I I I ,  1, 9 .
"H ea r in g  d ie "  o r  "h e a r in g  a r is e  from th e  dead". For music r a is e s  even
dead bod ies  to  l i f e  -  "M u s ic ,  awake h e r " ,  says P a u l in a  i n  The W in te r 's
T a le .
A solemn a i r ,  and the  bes t  c o m fo r te r  
To an u n s e t t le d  fa n c y ,  cure  th y  b ra in s ,
How u s e le s s ,  b o i l ' d . w i t h i n  th y  s k u l l !
, 61.
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1 , 79
T h e i r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
Begins to  s w e l l ,  and th e  app roach ing  t i d e  ■
W i l l  s h o r t l y  f i l l  th e  re a son a b le  shore
T ha t now l i e s  f o u l  and muddy. The Tempest, V, 1, 58,
Thus th e  c re a te d  music o f  human a r t i s t s  sym b o l ise s ,  i n  S hakespea re 's  f i n a l  
phase, th e  Uncreated Energy of—%he D iv in e  A r t i f i c e r .
I t  i s  o n ly  t h i s  Uncreated Music t h a t  can make th e  c re a te d  harmony o f
our s o u ls  resound. Fo r th e  l a t t e r  i s  made i n  th e  image o f  th e  fo rm e r ,  as
a lo c k  i s  made i n  th e  image o f  the  key t h a t  opens i t .  Every o th e r
co m b ina t ion  o f  m ere ly  human re sou rces  i s  doomed t o  th e  same sentence
t h a t  Hamlet pronounced on R osencrantz  and G u i ld e n s te rn ,  those  ty p e s  o f
our modern f a i l u r e s  i n  psycho the rapy  ( F e in s te in ,  1967):
You would p la y  upon me; you would seem to  know my s to p s ;
you would p lu c k  ou t th e  h e a r t  o f  my m ys te ry ;  you would
sound me from  my lo w e s t  no te  to  the  top  o f  my compass; '
-  and th e re  i s  mu ch m us ic ,,  e x c e l le n t  v o ic e ,  i n  th  i s  l i t  t i e  — — •——
organ , y e t  cannot you make i t  s p e a k . . .  ( i l l ,  2, 355)
Roles, Constructs and Archetypes
F i n a l l y ,  we must now c o n s id e r  an o b je c t io n  t h a t  may be b ro ug h t 
a g a in s t  t h i s  a n a ly s is  by a Bung ia n p s y c h o lo g is t .  'These r o le s  and 
c o n s t r u c t s ' ,  he may say, 'w h ich  you have p icke d  ou t as embodying 
Shakespeare 's  i m p l i c i t  th e o ry  o f  human n a tu re ,  a re  i n  f a c t  no more than  
metamorphoses o f  th e  unconsc ious a rch e typ es  o f  th e  s p e c ie s .  The lo v e r  
i s  th e  animus and anima; th e  c r e a to r  i s  th e  w ise  o ld  man; th e  s o ld i e r  
i n  h i s  proud p o le  i s  th e  d e v i l  ( c f .  B odk in , 1932 ).  And th e  prominence 
o f  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  m o t i f  i n  th e  l a t e  p la y s  i s  due to  a c t i v a t i o n  o f  the  
r e b i r t h  a r c h e ty p e . '
How t h i s  i s  n o t  the  p la ce  to  embark on .a  d e ta i le d  e xa m in a t io n  o f  
_th e  th e o ry  o f “ th e  c d lT e c t1 ve unconsc ious .  Hor s h a l l  I  a t te m p t  to  t u r n  
t h i s  o b je c t io n  i n  i t s  head by a rg u in g  t h a t  the  Bungian a rc h e ty p e s  a re  no 
more than  th e  forms i n  which r o le - c o n s t r u c t s  appear d u r in g  dreams; o r  
t h a t  th e  h ig h ly  o rg a n is e d ,  o b je c t i v e  y e t  n o t - t o - b e - r a t i o n a l i s e d  phenomenon 
o f  a r t  i s  a much more r e l i a b l e  gu ide  to  th e  'deep s t r u c t u r e '  o f  human 
p e r s o n a l i t y  than  th e  d is o rg a n is e d ,  s u b je c t i v e  n a tu re  o f  dreams. In s te a d  
I  s h a l l  a t te m p t .a more c o n s t r u c t i v e  approach to  t h i s  q u e s t io n ,  th ro u g h  an 
e xam ina t ion  o f  Bung 's  (195B) d i s t i n c t i o n  between v is io n a r y  ( a r c h e ty p a l )  
and p s y c h o lo g ic a l  (n o n -a rc h e ty p a l )  p o e t ry  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  Shakespeare.
A cco rd ing  to  Bung, th e  v is io n a r y  mode o f  c r e a t io n  i s  som eth ing 
c o n fu s in g  and b e w i ld e r in g  f o r  which, "we demand commentaries and 
e x p la n a t io n s " ;  i t  rem inds us " o f  n o th in g  i n  everyday l i f e ,  b u t  r a t h e r  . 
o f  dreams* n ig h t - t im e  f e a r s ,  and th e  d a rk ,  uncanny recesses  o f  th e
human m in d . "  Examples o f  t h i s  k in d  o f  c r e a t io n  in c lu d e  th e  second p a r t  
o f  Faust and A lso  Sprach Z a r a th u s t r a . The p s y c h o lo g ic a l  mode, on th e  
o th e r  hand, "w orks  w i th  m a te r ia ls  drawn from man's consc ious  l i f e  -  
w i th  c r u c ia l  e x p e r ie n c e s ,  powerHrul em o tions , s u f f e r i n g ,  p a s s io n ,  th e  
s t u f f  o f  human f a t e  i n  g e n e ra l " .  In  d e a l in g  w i th  t h i s  mode o f  c r e a t i o n ,  
"we need never ask o u rs e lv e s  what th e  m a te r ia l  c o n s is ts  o f  o r  what i t  
means." Examples in c lu d e  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  Faust and innum erab le  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  n o v e ls .
Now Shakespeare 's  p o e t ry  i s  h a r d ly  ever v is io n a r y  w i th o u t  a ls o
be ing  p s y c h o lo g ic a l .  H am le t , f o r  example, i s  f u l l  o f  " th o u g h ts  beyond
th e  reaches o f  o u r . s o u ls " .  But i t  i s  no le s s  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  f o r  a l l  t h a t .
A ga in , the  "b a s e le s s  f a b r i c "  o f  P ro s p e ro 's  v i s io n  i n  The Tempest, w h i le
re a ch in g  o u t  to  a w o r ld  beyond the  p la y ,  n e v e r th e le s s  f i t s  p e r f e c t l y
w i t h in  i t s  d ra m a t ic  and p s y c h o lo g ic a l  c a te g o r ie s .  M oreover, when
Shakespeare h im s e l f  speaks about p o e t r y ,  as i n  th e  famous passage from
A Midsummer N ig h t ' s  Dream -
The p o e t 's  eye, i n  a f i n e  f r e n z y  r o l l i n g ,
Doth g lance  from heaven to  g a r th ,  from e a r th  to  heaven;
And as im a g in a t io n  bod ies  f o r t h  
The forms o f  th in g s  unknown, th e  p o e t 's  pen 
Turns them to  shapes, and g iv e s  to  a i r y  n o th in g  
A l o c a l  h a b i t a t i o n  and-a name. (V , 1 , 12)
-  he does no t oppose th e  v is io n a r y  to  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l ,  th e  m y s te r io u s
to  th e  eve ryday , bu t  c e le b ra te s  t h e i r  coming to g e th e r  i n  th e  t r u e  p o e t ic
symbol.
For a symbol i s . n o t ,  as many p s y c h o lo g is ts  im p ly ,  m ere ly  a symptom
o r  s ig n .  I t  does no t o n ly  p o in t  to  " t h in g s  unknown" : i t  a lso, g iv e s  
them shape, l o c a l  h a b i t a t i o n  and a name". The p s y c h o lo g is t  who does 
n o t a p p re c ia te  t h i s  f a c t ,  bu t  t r e a t s  works o f  a r t  m ere ly  as q u a r r ie s  to  
be ransacked f o r  m a te r ia l  (w h e the r p e rs o n a l o r  c o l l e c t i v e )  i s  s e rv in g  
n e i th e r  psycho logy  nor a r t .  Thus th e  c r i t i c  N o rth rop  F rye (1970) 
d e p lo re s  th e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  which " t h e  w h ite ness  o f  Moby D ick  i s  e x p la in e d  
as a L ock ian  ta b u la  ra s a , o r  A l i c e  i n  Wonderland d iscussed  i n  te rm s o f  
he r h y p o th e t ic a l  t o i l e t  t r a i n i n g ,  o r  A r n o ld 's  'Where ig n o r a n t  a rm ies  
c la s h .b y  n i g h t '  taken  as a c o v e r t  re fe re n c e  to  th e  c o p u la t io n  o f  h is  
p a r e n ts " .  What i s  needed i s  a psycho logy  t h a t  re co g n ise s  th e  
i n t e g r a t i v e  power o f  sym bols , t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  b r in g  to g e th e r  consc ious  
and u nconsc ious ,  p e rs o n a l and c o l l e c t i v e ,  p a r t i c u l a r  and u n i v e r s a l .
Two id e as  may h e lp  us h e re .  The f i r s t  i s  F r y e 's  advocacy o f  an
h o l i s t i c  approach to  l i t e r a t u r e  -
a s tudy  o f  a p o e t 's  whole work m igh t form th e  b a s is  o f  
a k in d  o f  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l *  c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  would o pe ra te  
w i t h in  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and so p ro v id e  some ba lance  f o r  the  
k in d  t h a t  ends i n  the  bosom o f  F reud . P o e try  i s ,  a f t e r
a l l ,  a te c h n iq u e  o f  com m unication : i t  engages th e
■ consc ious  p a r t  o f  the  mind as w e l l  as th e  m u rk ie r  a re as ,
and what a poe t succeeds i n  communicating to  o th e rs  i s  
a t  l e a s t  as im p o r ta n t  as what he f a i l s  t o . r e s o lv e  f o r  
h im s e l f .  One soon becomes aware t h a t  every  poet has 
h is  own d i s t i n c t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  im agery , which u s u a l l y  
emerges even in  h is  e a r l i e s t  work, and which does no t 
and cannot e s s e n t i a l l y  change.
I  have adopted a s i m i l a r l y  h o l i s t i c  approach i n  t h i s  c h a p te r .  But in s te a d
o f  a b s t r a c t in g  "a  d i s t i n c t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  im agery" from th e  Complete Works
i n  th e  manner o f  Clemens (1 9 66 ) ,  I  have co n c e n tra te d  on th e  d i s t i n c t i v e
s t r u c t u r e  o f  p l o t  and c h a r a c t e r i s a t io n ,  which i s  embodied i n  th e
r e la t i o n s h ip s  o f  the  f i v e  m a jo r r o le s  u s u a l l y  compressed i n t o  two o r
three characters)- with their associated diehotomous constructs.
The second i s  an a p p l i c a t io n  to  th e  f i e l d  o f  c r e a t i v e  a r t  o f
a n o th e r .o f  Bung 's m a jo r id e as  — in d i v i d u a t i o n .  S t o r r  (1972) d e f in e s
in d i v i d u a t i o n  as "com ing to  term s w i th  o n e s e l f  by means o f  r e c o n c i l i n g
the  opposing f a c t o r s  w i t h i n " .  And i n  a ch a p te r  e n t i t l e d  'Symbols o f
I n t e g r a t i o n '  he w r i t e s :
Throughout t h i s  book i t  has been a s s e r te d  t h a t  we a re  
a l l  d iv id e d  s e lv e s ,  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  p a r t  o f  th e  human 
c o n d i t io n .  N e u ro t ic s ,  because o f  a d e f ic ie n c y  i n  th e  
c o n t r o l l i n g  appa ra tus  (a weak e go ) ,  s u f f e r  from 
n e u r o t ic  symptoms, as we a l l  may do a t  t im e s .  C re a t iv e  
. peop le  may be more d iv id e d  than  most o f  us, b u t ,  u n l i k e  
n e u r o t ic s ,  have a s t ro n g  ego; and, a l tho u gh  th e y  may 
p e r i o d i c a l l y  s u f f e r  from n e u r o t ic  symptoms, have an. 
e s p e c ia l  power o f  i n t e g r a t i n g  o p p o s i te s  w i t h in  them­
s e lv e s  w i th o u t  re cou rse  to  d is p la c e m e n t,  d e n ia l ,  
re p re s s io n  and o th e r  mechanisms o f  de fence . C re a t iv e
 _________ p e o p le , - ^ a n d ^ p o te n t ia l ly —c r e a t i v e - p e o p le ,—t h e r e f o r e , —may—-------
s u f f e r  and be unhappy because o f  the  d i v i s io n s  w i t h i n  
them, bu t do no t n e c e s s a r i ly  d is p la y  n e u ro s is ,  (p .  229)
S t o r r  goes on to  d e s c r ib e  th e  te c h n iq u e  o f  ' a c t i v e  im a g in a t io n '
whereby, so i t  i s  c la im e d ,  i n t e g r a t i o n  i s  ach ieved  i n  Bung 's  p a t i e n t s .
A r e la t i o n s h ip  i s  then  p o s tu la te d  between th e  mandalas drawn by these
p a t ie n t s  and the  p ro d u c t io n s  o f  c r e a t i v e  a r t i s t s :
c r e a t i v e  peop le  show a w id e r  than  u su a l d i v i s i o n  i n  . 
th e  m ind, an a c c e n tu a t io n  o f  o p p o s i te s .  I t  seems 
p ro ba b le  t h a t  when c r e a t i v e  peop le  produce a new work 
th e y  are  i n  f a c t  a t te m p t in g  to  r e c o n c i le  o p p o s i te s  i n  
e x a c t ly  the  way t h a t  Bung d e s c r ib e s .  Many o f  Bung 's  
p a t ie n ts  drew and p a in te d  s o - c a l le d  mandalas, c i r c u l a r  
forms which express and sym bo lise  th e  un ion  o f  
o p p o s i te s  and th e  fo rm a t io n  o f  t h i s  new c e n t re  o f  
p e r s o n a l i t y . . .  Works o f  a r t  have much i n  common w i t h  
mandalas, j u s t  as mandalas can be regarded  as p r i m i t i v e  
works o f  a r t .  For th e  a r t i s t ,  th e  work o f  a r t  se rves  
th e  same purpose ; t h a t  i s ,  the  un ion  o f  o p p o s i te s  w i t h i n  
h im s e l f ,  and th e  consequent i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  h i s  own 
p e r s o n a l i t y .  Bung and h is  f o l lo w e r s  tend  to  d e s c r ib e
the  i n d i v i d u a t i o n  p rocess  i n  te rm s  o f  a o n c e - f o r - a l l  
ach ievem ent,  l i k e  m a t u r i t y ,  o r  s e l f - r e a l i s a t i o n ,  o r  
s e l f - a c t u a l i s a t i o n ,  o r  g e n i t a l i t y  f o r  t h a t  m a t te r .
But every  expe r ie nced  p s y c h o th e ra p is t  knows t h a t  
p e r s o n a l i t y  development i s  a p rocess  which i s  never 
com p le te ; and no sooner i s  a new in t e g r a t i o n  a ch ieve d , 
a new mandala p a in te d - , - th a n  i t  i s  seen as in a de q u a te .  
Ano ther must f o l l o w  which w i l l  in c lu d e  some o th e r  
o m it te d  e lem en t,  o r  be a more p e r fe c t  e xp re ss io n  o f  
the  new i n s i g h t ,  (pp . 233, 234-5)
Then he e x p la in s  why t h i s  a r t i s t i c  k in d  o f  i n t e g r a t i o n  i s  im p o r ta n t  
f o r  us:
By i d e n t i f y i n g  o u rs e lv e s ,  however f l e e t i n g l y ,  w i th  
th e  c r e a to r ,  we can p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  i n t e g r a t i n g  
p rocess which he has c a r r ie d  ou t f o r  h im s e l f .  The 
more u n iv e r s a l  th e  problem w i th  which th e  a r t i s t  i s  
d e a l in g ,  th e  more u n iv e r s a l  th e  a pp e a l.  That i s  why 
th e  p u r s u i t  o f  the  p e rs o n a l ,  th e  n e u r o t ic  and th e  . 
i n f a n t i l e  i n  the  work o f  a r t i s t s  i s  u l t im a t e l y  u n -  
' re w a rd in g ,  a l th o u g h  i t  w i l l  a lways have some i n t e r e s t . . .
The g re a t  c r e a to r s , because t h e i r  te n s io n s  a re ^ o f  
u n iv e r s a l  r a t h e r  than  p e rso n a l im p o r t ,  can appea l to  
a l l  o f  us when th e y  f i n d ,  i n  t h e i r  work, a new p a th  o f  
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ,  (pp . 236, 237 ).
There f o l lo w s  a d is c u s s io n  o f  music as the  a r t  o f  i n t e g r a t i o n  par
e x c e l le n c e .
Now we may f i n d  much to  agree w i th  i n  t h i s  neo-3ung ian  approach 
w i th o u t  hav ing  to  accep t th e  f u l l - b l o w n  th e o ry  o f  a rc h e ty p e s .  Thus we 
may agree t h a t  Shakespeare, l i k e  a l l  o f  us, was a deep ly  d iv id e d  man.
The deepest d i v i s i o n  w i t h in  h im , around which h is .w h o le  p e r s o n a l i t y  was 
p o la r i s e d ,  was t h a t  between th e  s p i r i t  and th e  f l e s h , . ' r e a s o n '  and ' w i l l '  
lo v e  and i u s t .  U n l ik e  the  o rd in a ry  n e u r o t i c ,  however, he was a b le  both  
t o  re p re s e n t  t h i s  d i v i s i o n  to  h im s e l f ,  and to  im ag ine  a way i n  which i t  
m igh t be h ea le d ,  and ,h is  p e r s o n a l i t y  r e - i n t e g r a t e d .  The fo rm  o r  symbol
o f  t h i s  r e - i n t e g r a t i o n  was a b a s ic  p l o t ,  o r  'm y th '  ( t o  use Hughes' w o rd ) ,  
i n  which tw o , sometimes th re e  main c h a ra c te rs  in t e r a c t e d ,  changed, r e -  
emerged i n  new fo rm s , c lashed  and were re c o n c i le d .  T h is  b a s ic  p l o t  
was th e  womb, as i t  were, o f  h is -w h a le  o u tp u t .  I t  appeared, i n  whole 
o r  i n  p a r t ,  i n  a lm ost a l l  o f  h i s  37 p la y s ,  as w e l l  as be ing  more 
e x p l i c i t l y  p resen ted  i n  the  th re e  n a r r a t i v e  poems; and i t s  development 
i n  f u l l n e s s  and depth p a r a l l e l s  t h a t  o f  th e  p la y  the m se lve s ,  re a c h in g  
one c l im a x  ( f o r  two c h a r a c te rs ,  th e  l o v e r - s o l d i e r - r u l e r  and h is  c o n s o r t )  
i n  Antony and C le o p a t ra , and a n o the r  ( f o r  th r e e  c h a ra c te r s ,  i n c lu d in g  th e  
c r e a to r )  i n  The Tempest.
T h is  myth i s  p e rs o n a l ;  t h a t  i s ,  i t  c o n s t i t u t e s ,  to g e th e r  w i th  i t s  
su ccess ive  p o e t ic  in c a r n a t io n s ,  Shakespeare 's  own, u n iq u e ly  p e rs o n a l 
a t te m p t to  re s o lv e  h is  c o n f l i c t s  -  no t  o n ly  the  c o n f l i c t  between lo v e  
and l u s t ,  bu t  a ls o  those  between p r id e  and h u m i l i t y ,  j u s t i c e  and mercy, 
and dream and r e a l i t y .  B u t ,  o f  cou rse , these  themes a re  o f  u n iv e r s a l  
im p o r t ,  t o o ;  f o r  i t  i s  o f  the  essence o f  S hakespeare 's  ach ievem ent t h a t ,  
i n  p u rs u in g  th e  s o lu t i o n  o f  h is  own p e rs o n a l p rob lem s, he sh ou ld  have 
a f fo rd e d  us i n s ig h t s  i n t o  u n iv e r s a l  human n a tu re .  Hence these  themes 
and t h e i r  a s s o c ia te d  r o le s  -  th e  l o v e r ,  th e  s o ld i e r ,  th e  r u l e r  and th e  
c r e a to r ,  t o g e th e r  w i th  the  more g e n e ra l one o f  th e  c re a tu re  -  a re  
a b s t r a c t io n s  and p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n s  n o t  o n ly  o f  e lements i n  S hakespea re 's  
own n a tu re ,  bu t  a ls o  o f  the  b a s ic  d r i v i n g  fo r c e s  i n  every  man's n a tu re .  
They a re  t h e r e fo r e  n e i t h e r  p e rson a l nor c o l l e c t i v e ,  n e i t h e r  v i s io n a r y  
nor p s y c h o lo g ic a l ,  i f  these  term s a re  unde rs tood  i p  an e x c lu s iv e  sense. 
R a th e r ,  th e y  are  th e  u n i v e r s a l l y . p e r s o n a l ,  the  v i s io n  which each person
w i l l  see i f  he loo(<s deep i n t o  h is  own p sycho lo gy .
F i n a l l y ,  a l th o u g h ,  as we have seen i n  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  Shakespeare 
used music e x te n s iv e ly  as a symbol and more than  a symbol o f  in te g r a t io n #  
we cannot say t h a t  Shakespeare 's  model o f  i n t e g r a t i o n  and p e rs o n a l  
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ,  as in c a rn a te d  i n ,  say , The Tem pest, i s  an example o f  
Bungian i n d i v i d u a t i o n .  For w h i le  i n  a mandala o p p o s i te s  such as good 
and e v i l ,  l i g h t  and d a rkness , seem to  be re c o n c i le d  w i th o u t  th e  
submergence o f  e i t h e r  o pp o s ite , ,  th e re  can be no room i n  th e  Shakespearean 
in t e g r a t i o n  f o r  l u s t  (as opposed to  lo v e )  o r  p r id e  (as opposed to  
h u m i l i t y ) .  R a the r ,  lo v e  d r iv e s  ou t l u s t  and p r id e  i s  quenched by 
h u m i l i t y  when th e  Uncreated Harmony o f  D iv in e  Grace re s to r e s  i t s  
c re a te d  analogue in  th e  human s o u l .  For then  the  l o v e r ,  h i s  sexua l
e n e rg ie s  no t des tro ye d  bu t  p u r i f i e d ,  seeks a n " o b je c t  r e a l l y  w o rthy  o f ___
h is  lo v e .  Then th e  s o ld i e r ,  h is  agg re ss io n  r e - d i r e c t e d ,  seeks, no t 
v a in ,  bu t  e v e r la s t in g  g lo r y .  Then th e  r u l e r  seeks a kingdom th ro u g h  
th e  s u b je c t io n ,  no t  o f  o th e r s ,  bu t  h im s e l f .  T h is ,  th e  Shakespearean 
consummationj i s  one d e v o u t ly  to  be .wished -  bu t no t  even dreamed o f  i n  
th e  Bungian p sycho logy .
The Language o f  D r a m a t is t ic  P sycho logy .
I t  i s  an i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  t h a t  p sycho lo g y ,  a lone  among th e  
sc ie n c e s ,  does no t have i t s  own language . R a the r ,  i t  has a v a r ie t y  o f  
sub- languages borrowed from a s e r ie s  o f  o th e r  d i s c i p l i n e s m e d i c i n e ,  
b io lo g y ,  zo o lo g y ,  p h y s io lo g y , i i y r l r a u l i c s ,  s o c io lo g y ,  c y b e r n e t ic s ,  
computer s c ie n c e .  E f f o r t s  a re  sometimes made to  c re a te  a t r u l y  
'p s y c h o lo g ic a l  p s y c h o lo g y ’ , as i n  K e l l y ' s  (1955) psycho logy  o f  
p e rs o n a l c o n s t r u c ts .  But th e s e ,  w h i le  o f te n  v a lu a b le  i n  p o in t in g  to  
some aspec t o f  human n a tu re  which o th e r  t h e o r ie s  had n e g le c te d  -  K e l l y  
f o r  example, s t re s s e d  man's need to  a n t i c i p a t e  th e  f u t u r e  — a re  n e a r ly  
a lways seen to  e x h i b i t  a c r i t i c a l  dependence on some o th e r ,  non- 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  d i s c i p l i n e  -  i n  K e l l y ' s  case, th e  p h i lo s o p h y  o f  sc ie n ce  
and ten d  to  e le v a te  th e  aspec t which th e y  have s e le c te d  f o r  a t t e n t i o n  
to  a p o s i t i o n  o f  exaggera ted  t h e o r e t i c a l  im p o r ta n ce .  In  t h i s  
a p p l i c a t i o n ,  I  s h a l l  pu t  fo rw a rd  arguments f o r  e x p lo r in g  one p o s s ib le  
s o lu t i o n  to  t h i s  p rob lem , one way i n  which a Babel o f  c o n f l i c t i n g  
tongues may be avo ided . '
Three re a c t io n s
Now th e re  a re  th r e e  main k in d s  o f  r e a c t io n  to  p s y c h o lo g y 's  c o n t in u e d  
dependence on o th e r  d is c ip i in e s T T  The’ f i r s t  i s  the  f a m i l i a r  one t h a t  
psycho logy  i s  s t i l l  a nascent sc ie n ce  n o t  y e t  weaned from p h i lo s o p h y ,  
on th e  one hand, and b io lo g y  on th e  o th e r ;  and t h a t  i t  i s  o n ly  a m a t te r  
o f  t im e  b e fo re  i t  comes to  m a tu r i t y  and th e  command o f  i t s  own, w h o l ly  
i n d i v i d u a l  language . T h is  may have sounded c o n v in c in g . i n  1900; b u t  now, 
some 75 years  s in c e  th e  p u b l i c a t io n  o f  The I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Dreams, we 
need to  go a l i t t l e  deeper.
A second, more s o p h is t i c a te d  r e a c t io n  i s  expressed by th e  c la im  
t h a t  psycho logy  a l re a d y  has a language q u i t e  adequate f o r  i t s  p u rp o s e s -  
th e  o r d in a r y  language o f  everyday l i f e .  Thus H arre  and Secord (1 9 7 2 ) :
Whenever i t  seems t h a t  the  e x p la n a t io n  o f  some 
p a t te r n  o f  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  shou ld  be sought i n  the  
reasons , r u le s ,  meanings and th e  l i k e  taken  i n t o  
account by th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  i t  i s  c le a r  t h a t  the  
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  i n t e r a c t i o n  would n a t u r a l l y  i n  the  
f i r s t  in s ta n c e ,  a t  l e a s t ,  be expressed in  language 
drawn from t h a t  commonly i n  use. The phenomena o f  
s o c ia l  l i f e  a re  w e l l-kn o w n , and .a ve ry  e la b o ra te  
system o f  concepts  a l re a d y  e x i s t s  i n  o rd in a ry  
language f o r  t h e i r  d e s c r ip t io n  and e x p la n a t io n .
T h is  system has been e x te n s iv e ly  s tu d ie d  by l i n g u i s t i c  
p h i lo s o p h e rs ,  both  i n  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  psycho logy  and i n  
modern e th ic s .  I t  i s  a Very p o w e r fu l  system, 
encompassing a g re a t  many k in d s  o f  s o c ia l  and 
i n d i v i d u a l  phenomena, and showing g re a t  s u b t le t y  and 
re f in e m e n t .  I t s  p re se n t  s tage  o f  s o p h is t i c a t i o n  i s  
th e  p ro d u c t  o f  a long  h i s t o r i c a l  p ro cess ,  i n  which 
i t  has been a f fe c te d  p a r t l y  by the  p r a c t i c a l  needs 
o f  s o c ia l  l i f e ,  and p a r t l y  by th e  r e f i n i n g  e f f e c t s  
o f  th e  need to  express th e  s u b t l e t i e s  o f  human i n t e r ­
a c t io n  f e l t  by d r a m a t is ts ,  n o v e l i s t s ,  la w y e rs ,  
d o c to rs ,  te a c h e rs  and o th e r  p r a c t i c a l  peo p le .  We 
contend t h a t  o rd in a ry  language and i t s  co nce p tu a l 
system i s  a much more r e f in e d  in s t ru m e n t  f o r
s c i e n t i f i c  purposes than  any te rm in o lo g y  which can 
be produced a p r i o r i  and ad hoc by a p s y c h o lo g is t ,  
though , o f  co u rse ,  a p s y c h o lo g ic a l  vo cab u la ry  o f  
g re a t  s o p h is t i c a t i o n  cou ld  deve lop by th e  same 
p rocesses as have produced o r d in a r y  language.
Com parative  s t u d ie s  have borne t h i s  c o n te n t io n  
o u t w i th  some f o r c e . — (p p .  132-3 )
I t  has a ls o  been borne ou t by th e  r e s u l t s  o f  an expe r im en t by Agnew
and B a n n is te r  (1 9 7 3 ) ,  i n  which p s y c h i a t r i s t s  were shown to  be more
s ta b le  over t im e  and have g re a te r  in t e r ju d g e  agreement i n  th e  use o f  :
o r d in a r y ,  everyday language than  i n  th e  use o f  t h e i r  s p e c ia l i s e d
d ia g n o s t ic  te r m in o lo g y .  The c o n c lu s io n  was drawn t h a t  o r d in a r y
language would seem to  o f f e r  " a t  l e a s t  as s t r u c tu r e d ,  as r e l i a b l e
and as p u b l i c  a s e t  o f  term s f o r . d e s c r ib in g  human beh a v io u r  and
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s " . . .  as p s y c h ia t r i c  language.'* '*
The problem here  i s  t h a t  th e re  seems n o th in g  l e f t  f o r  th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t  t o  do. H is  language -  th e  language o f  o r d in a r y ,  everyday 
l i f e  -  a lre a d y  e x i s t s ;  and th e  system i m p l i c i t  i n  i t  has a l re a d y  been 
s tu d ie d  by l i n g u i s t i c  p h i lo s o p h e rs .  As f o r  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  vo ca b u la ry  d e ve lo p in g  "by  th e  same p rocesses as have 
produced o r d in a r y  language" -  these  processes exc lude  by d e f i n i t i o n  any 
e f f o r t  o f  d e l ib e r a te  r a t i o c i n a t i o n .
T h is  b r in g s  us to  a t h i r d  k in d  o f  r e a c t i o n ,  which c o n s is ts  i n  
d i s t i n g u is h in g  between two le v e ls  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  language : th e  l e v e l  
o f  th e  o rd in a ry  language o f  th e  man i n  th e  s t r e e t ,  which he uses i n  th e
1. An.extrem e example o f  th e  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  p s y c h i a t r i s t s ’ use o f  
d ia g n o s t ic  term s i s  p ro v id e d  by th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between B r i t i s h  
and American (n o t  to  m ention  R uss ian) d e f i n i t i o n s . o f  ’ s c h iz o p h r e n ia 1.
a n a ly s is  o f  h is  own and o th e r s 1 p s y c h o lo g ic a l  s ta te s  and a c t io n s ;  and 
th e  l e v e l  o f  th e  t e c h n ic a l  language o f  the  p r o fe s s io n a l  p s y c h o lo g is t ,  
which he uses i n  th e  a n a ly s is  and d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the  man i n  th e  s t r e e t ' s  
p sycho lo g y ,  as expressed i n  h is —language .
Such a d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  im p l ie d  by K e l l y ' s  co n ce p t io n  o f  'man i s  a 
s c i e n t i s t ' .  Every man i s  engaged i n  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  c o n s t r u c t io n  and 
a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  e ve n ts ,  bo th  those  o f  the  e x te r n a l  w o r ld  around him 
and those  o f  th e  i n t e r n a l  w o r ld  w i t h in  h im . H is  p e rso n a l c o n s t r u c t  
system w i l l  t h e r e fo r e  c o n ta in  a p s y c h o lo g ic a l  sub-system  f o r  th e  
a n t i c i p a t i o n  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  even ts  (McPherson e t  a l . ,  1 9 75 ).  The 
p r o fe s s io n a l  p s y c h o lo g is t 's  ta s k ,  i n  t h i s  v iew , i s ,  f i r s t ,  to  le a r n  
th e  l o w e r - l e v e l ,  o rd in a ry  language , then  to  c o n s tru e  th e  p e rs o n a l 
c o n s t ru c ts  o f  the  u s e r ,  and f i n a l l y  to  e x p l i c a t e  h is  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  system . 
As a consequence o f  re p e a t in g  t h i s  f o r  f u r t h e r  cases, he may d e v is e  a 
h i g h e r - l e v e l j  more t e c h n ic a l  language , i . e .  a th e o ry  o f  p e rs o n a l 
c o n s t r u c t s ,  f o r  th e  purpose o f  comparing and e v a lu a t in g  th e  l o w e r - l e v e l  
languages ( L a n d f ie ld ,  1971)..
T h is  c o n c e p t io n  n e a t ly  b r id g e s  th e  gap between th e  i d io g r a p h ic  
and n om o th e t ic  approaches to  psycho lo g y .  For a man must f i r s t  exp ress  
h im s e l f  i d i o g r a p h i c a l l y  i n  term s o f  h is  own, id o s y n c r a t i c  p e rs o n a l 
c o n s t ru c t  system , b e fo re  t h i s  can be n o m o th e t ic a l ly  c l a s s i f i e d  i n  te rm s 
o f  an a b s t r a c t  th e o ry  o f  p e rso n a l c o n s t r u c t s .  The g re a t  m e r i t  o f  
K e l l y ' s  th e o ry  i s  t h a t ,  a l tho u gh  l i k e  a l l  t h e o r ie s ,  i t  seeks t o  c l a s s i f y  
and g e n e ra l is e  i n  a n om o th e t ic  manner, i t  does no t do so a t  th e  expense
o f  th e  id io g r a p h ic  l e v e l  o f  d e s c r ip t io n  and a n a ly s is .  So, f o r  example, 
K e l l y ' s  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  c o r o l l a r y ,  'p e rso n s  d i f f e r  from each o th e r  i n  
t h e i r  c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  e v e n t s ' ,  i s  ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  from E ysenck 's  
' t h e o re m ' ,  'p e o p le  d i f f e r  f r o m each o th e r  i n  t h e i r  degree o f  e x t r a v e r s io n  
and n e u r o t ic is m '  : th e  f i r s t  i s . a  g e n e ra l s ta te m e n t  Which guaran tees  
t h a t  each i n d i v i d u a l ' s  language w i l l  be t r e a te d  as such, whereas th e  
second e l im in a te s  a l l  th e  r ic h n e s s  o f  our p e rs o n a l languages in  fa v o u r  
o f  no more than  two c o n s t ru c t  d im ens ions , whose p o v e r ty  i s  o n ly  h ig h ­
l i g h t e d  by th e  p s e u d o - s c ie n t i f i c  measurement o f  degrees o f  e x t r a v e r s io n  
and n e u ro t ic is m .  (lilh a t does i t  mean, f o r  example, to  d i s t i n g u is h  
between ,X as be ing  0 .5  n e u r o t ic  and 0 .6  e x t r a v e r t ,  and Y as be ing  0 .4  
n e u r o t i c  and 0 .5  e x t r a v e r . t ? ) .
— ------- K e l l y * s s u p e r i o r i t y h e r e  f o l lo w s  from h is  re c o g n i t io n ,  o f  the
r e f l e x i v i t y  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  i n q u i r y ,  o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  
t h e o r ie s  have to  e x p la in  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  t h e o r i s t s  as w e l l  as o r d in a r y  
men. Any a t te m p t to  take  away the  t h e o r i s in g  n a tu re  o f  man r e s u l t s  i n  
pure 'n o m o th e t ic is m ' and a h ig h e r - l e v e l  language h av ing  o n ly  a 
g e n e ra l is e d  co nn e c t ion  w i th  i t s  i d io g r a p h ic  s u b je c t - m a t t e r .  The 
a t te m p t ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, to  deny th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e o r i s in g  
about o th e r  minds r e s u l t s  i n  pure ' id io g r a p h y '  and a m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  
l o w e r - l e v e l  languages hav ing  no more than  a s u b je c t i v e  v a l i d i t y .
Thus th e  f i r s t  s tep  tow ards be ing  t r u l y  o b je c t i v e  here  i s  to  
r e a l i s e  t h a t  each person a lre a d y  has h is  own way o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g  th e  
m ind, h is  own vo cab u la ry  f o r  d e s c r ib in g  and system f o r  e x p la in in g  th e
t h o u g h ts ,  f e e l i n g s  and a c t io n s  o f  men. The nex t s tep  i s  t o  r e a l i s e  
t h a t  'u n d e rs ta n d in g  th e  mind* i s  n o t  a s im p le  s u b je c t - o b je c t  r e l a t i o n ,  
a m a t te r  o f  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  c o n s t ru in g  o f  o n e 's  own and o th e r  p e o p le 's  
c o n s t r u c t s .  I t  i s  a ls o ,  and p r i m a r i l y ,  a p r o je c t i v e  r e l a t i o n ,  i n v o lv in g  
th e  d ra m a t ic  im a g in a t io n  o f  o n e 's  own and o th e r  p e o p le 's  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
f o r  a c t i o n .
Roles
However, we need a new s e t o f  te rm s w ith  w hich to  t a l k  about t h i s  ' 
p r o je c t iv e ,  im a g in a t iv e  q u a l i t y —o f human p sych o lo g y . A b e g in n in g  m igh t 
be made w ith  th e  pentad o f  'd r a m a t is t ic '  te rm s p ic k e d  o u t by Burke (1968)
Diamatism c e n te rs  in  o b s e rv a tio n s  o f  t h i s  s o r t :  f o r  
th e re  to  be an a c t ,  th e re  must be an a g e n t. S im i la r ly ,  
th e re  must be a scene in  which th e  agent a c ts .  To a c t 
in  a scene, th e  agent must employ some means, o r  agency.
And i t  can be c a lle d  an a c t in  th e  f u l l  sense o f  th e  
te rm  o n ly  i f  i t  in v o lv e s  a purpose ( t h a t  i s ,  i f  a s u p p o rt 
happens to  g iv e  way and one f a l l s ,  such m o tion  on th e  
a g e n t’ s p a r t  i s  n o t an a c t ,  b u t an a c c id e n t ) .  These f i v e  
te rm s ( a c t ,  scene, a g e n t, agency, purpose ) have been 
la b e l le d  th e  d ra m a t is t ic  p en tad ; th e  aim o f  d raw ing  
a t te n t io n  to  them in  t h i s  way i s  to  show how th e  
fu n c t io n s  w hich th e y  d e s ig n a te  o p e ra te  in  th e  im p u tin g  
o f  m o tiv e , (p . 446)•
These f i v e  te rm s would c e r t a in ly  f o r  p a r t  o f  any h ig h e r - r le v e l 
language th a t  we m igh t demise f o r  p sych o lo g y . A n o th e r, r e la te d  word i s ,  
o f  co u rse , ’ person* which i s  d ra m a tic  in  o r ig in ,  be ing  d e r iv e d  from  th e  
L a t in  ’ p e rso n a ’ , meaning ’ mask’ (W il l ia m s ,  1 976 ). And no l i s t  o f  
d ra m a t is t ic  te rm in o lo g y  would be com plete  w ith o u t th a t  u b iq u ito u s  word 
’ r o le * .
The d ra m a tis t  L u ig i  P ira n d e llo  s a id :  "a  p la y  d o e s n 't  c re a te  p e o p le , 
peop le  c re a te  a p la y " .  T h is  i s  a good summing-up o f  th e  d if fe r e n c e  
between what we may c a l l  th e  s o c io lo g ic a l and th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
d e f in i t io n s  o f  ' r o l e ' .  A cco rd ing  to  th e  s o c io lo g ic a l  d e f i n i t i o n ,  i t  
i s  ro le s  w hich c re a te  p e o p le , m ou ld ing  them in  accordance w ith  th e  
ru le s  and co n v e n tio n s  o f  s o c ie ty ;  whereas a c c o rd in g  to  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
d e f in i t io n ,  i t  i s  peop le  who c re a te  r o le s ,  s p in n in g  o u t p o s s ib le
alternatives for action in their mind's eye.
More p r e c is e ly ,  we may d e f in e  a p s y c h o lo g ic a l r o le  as a s c e n a rio  
f o r  a c t io n  o f  which th e  end i s  some d e s ire d  goa l o r fe a re d  e v i l ;  and a 
s o c io lo g ic a l ,  o r ,  b e t te r ,  a s o c ia l  r o le  as a course  o f  a c t io n  d e fin e d  
by s o c ia l  ru le s  and c o n v e n tio n s . M a rr ia g e , f o r  example;, i s  a s o c ia l  
r o le  in s o fa r  as i t  i s  a course o f  a c t io n  which has been d e fin e d  by th e  
ru le s  g o ve rn in g  b r id e s ,  b rideg room s, b e s t men, e tc .  B ut i t  i s  a 
p s y c h o lo g ic a l r o le  (o r  p a r t  o f  one) in s o fa r  as i t  i s  im ag ined  as 
le a d in g  to  th e  g o a l of, un ion  w ith  th e  be loved  ( o r  a p p ro p r ia t io n  o f  h e r 
f o r t u n e ) .
  A p sych o lo g i c a l r o l e , th e r e fo r e ,  is .. q u ite _ s im p ly_ .„a^pa th_ jto w a rd s
a g o a l, a way o f  g e t t in g  from  I-h e re -n o w  to  I - th e r e - th e n .  I t  may be 
ve ry  s h o r t  and easy -  th e  pa th  I  must ta k e  to  g e t from  here  to  th e  
co m p le tio n  o f  my Ph.D. th e s is ,  f o r  exam ple. Or i t  may be o f such an , 
id e a l o r u l t im a te  n a tu re  as to  c o n s t i t u te  a norm a g a in s t w hich a l l  
o th e r  ro le s  a re  judged -  th e  pa th  from  my p re s e n t s ta te  to  th e  h o lin e s s  
o f  th e  s a in ts ,  f o r  exam ple. I t  may be im ag ined  o n ly ,  as when I  th in k  
about g e t t in g  o u t o f  bed bu t dec ide  a g a in s t i t ;  o r  im ag ined  and p lanned  
b u t n o t e xecu ted , as when I  t r y  .to g e t o u t o f  bed b u t f a l l  back 
exhausted ; o r  im ag ined  * p lanned and execu ted .
The s o c ia l  r o le  d e f in i t io n  ta ke s  i t s  in s p i r a t io n  from  S hakespeare ' 
famous " a l l  th e  w o r ld 's  a s ta g e " speech, in  which men and women are  
compared to  p la y e rs ,  "one man in  h is  day" p la y in g  "many p a r ts "  : th e
c h i ld ,  th e  sch o o lb o y , th e  lo v e r ,  th e  s o ld ie r ,  th e  ju d g e , th e  academ ic, 
and f i n a l l y  th e  o ld  man "sans eyes, sans te e th ,  sans e v e r y th in g " .
These " p a r t s "  a re  s o c ia l  r o le s ,  in te r lo c k in g  p a t te rn s  o f  b e h a v io u r 
d e fin e d  in  te rm s o f  r u le s ,  co n ve n tio n s  and e x p e c ta t io n s . The r o le  o f 
th e  ju d g e , f o r  exam ple, i s  a p a t te rn  o f  b e h a v io u r th a t  meshes w ith  th e  
com plem entary b e h a v io u r -p a tte rn s  o f  th e  d e fe n d a n t, th e  jurym an and th e  
po licem an  in  accordance w ith  th e  ru le s  o f  c o u r t  p rocedu re  and th e  
c r im in a l code.
I f  we were to  lo o k  f o r  a co rre sp o n d in g  in s p i r a t io n  f o r  th e
p s y c h o lo g ic a l d e f in i t i o n ,  we m ig h t f in d  i t  in  R ic h a rd 's  dungeon speech
from  R ich a rd  th e  Second, which b e g in s :
I  have been s tu d y in g  how I  may compare
--.  ___ T h is  p r is o n  where I  l i v e  un to  th e  w o r ld ; —— — -----------------~
And, f o r  because th e  w o rld  i s  popu lous 
And here  i s  n o t a c re a tu re  b u t m y s e lf.
I  cannot do i t .  Yet I ' l l  hammer i t  o u t .
My b ra in  I ' l l  p rove  th e  fem ale  to  my s o u l,
My s o u l th e  fa th e r ;  and these  two beget 
. A g e n e ra tio n  o f  s t i l l - b r e e d in g  th o u g h ts ,
And these  same th o u g h ts  peop le  t h i s  l i t t l e  w o r ld ,
In  humours l i k e  th e  peop le  o f  t h i s  w o r ld ,
F or no th o u g h t i s  c o n te n te d . . .
In s te a d  o f  " a l l  th e  w o r ld 's  a s ta g e " we have: " t h i s  s tage  i s  a l l  my
w o r ld " .  In s te a d  o f  e x te r n a l ly  imposed s o c ia l  " p a r ts "  we have
in t e r n a l l y  b e g o tte n  p s y c h o lo g ic a l " th o u g h ts " .  And what a re  the se
th o u g h ts?  Thoughts " o f  th in g s  d iv in e "  (how to  become a s a in t ) ,  and
" te n d in g  to  a m b it io n "  (how to  break o u t o f  p r is o n ) ,  and " te n d in g  to
c o n te n t"  (how to  rem ain  in  p r is o n  b u t be a t  p eace ).
Thus p la y  I  in  one person many p e o p le , 
and none c o n te n te d . Sometimes am I  k in g ;
Then tre a s o n s  make me w ish m yse lf a beggar,
And so I  am. Then c ru s h in g  penury 
Persuades me I  was b e t te r  when a k in g ;
Then am I  k in g 'd  a g a in ; and by and by 
T h in k  I  am u n k in g 'd  by B o lin g b ro k e ,
And s t r a ig h t  am n o th in g . . .
Here p s y c h o lo g ic a l th o u g h ts  run  in t o  s o c ia l  p a r ts ,  th e  m en ta l p r e - te x t  1
o r s c e n a rio  in t o  th e  s o c ia l  t e x t - o r a c tu a l s tage  perfo rm ance  (Lyman and
S c o t t ,  1 97 5 ). Both a re  f r u s t r a te d ;  f o r
w h a te 'e r  I  be,
Nor I ,  no r any man th a t  b u t man i s ,
W ith  n o th in g  s h a l l  be p leased  t i l l  he be e a s 'd  
W ith  be ing  n o th in g .  (V , 5 , 1 -4 1 )
I t  i s  n o t in  th e  p la y in g  o f  r o le s ,  w hether p e rs o n a l o r s o c ia l ,  t h a t
peace, and one f s t r u e  s e l f ,  a re  to  be fou n d .
However, hav ing  renounced a l l  r o le s ,  R ich a rd  sudden ly  f in d s  h im s e lf ,
a t  th e  moment when Exton and h is  accom p lices  b u rs t  in t o  th e  c e l l  in
o r d e r  t o  a s s a s s in a t e  h im . Su d d B o ly _ ._ h e _ _ n o -J .o n Q e r -p la y s -a t^ b e in q -k in q .—
o r mourns h is  f a i l u r e  in  th a t  r o le :  he j ls  a k in g .  "E x to n " ,  he says ,
th y  f ie r c e  hand 
Hath w ith  th e  K in g ’ s b lood  s t a in ’ d th e  K in g 's  own la n d !
And Exton acknow ledges th e  f a c t  soon a fte rw a rd s :
As f u l l  o f  v a lo u r  as o f  r o y a l b lo o d .
Both have I  s p i l l ' d . 0 , would th e  deed were good!
R ich a rd  was a k in g  a f t e r  a l l ;  b u t he had to  go th ro u g h  f a i l u r e  in  th e
s o c ia l  r o le  and f r u s t r a t io n  in  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l r o le  b e fo re  coming to
a consc iousness o f  what' one . c a l ls .h is  t ru e ,  s e l f - r o le .
We f in d  a s im i la r  ..pa tte rn  in  s e v e ra l o f  S hakespea re 's  g re a t dramas.
In  K ing L e a r , fo r ,  exam ple, we see L e a r, a t  th e ' b e g in n in g  o f  th e  p la y ,  
shedd ing  th e  s o c ia l  t ra p p in g s  o f  k in g s h ip  -  th e y  a re  no lo n g e r  a p p ro p r ia te  
to  t h i s  b io lo g ic a l  age. For most o f -the r e s t  o f ' th e  p la y , : he s u f fe r s  th e
• f r u s t r a t io n  and e x t in c t io n  o f  h is  p s y c h o lo g ic a l ro le s  a ls o .  But th e n , 
ju s t  b e fo re  h is  d e a th , h a v in g  come to  th e  end o f  h is  te rm  s o c ia l ly ,  
p e rs o n a lly  and b io lo g ic a l l y ,  he becomes what he a lw ays was e s s e n t ia l ly  -  
"e v e ry  in c h  a k in g " . —
tie th u s  have a d is t in c t io n  between s o c ia l ,  p s y c h o lo g ic a l and s e l f
r o le s ,  which co rresponds to  th e  d is t in c t io n  between pe rsona , p e r s o n a l i t y
and person ske tched  in  c h a p te r 1 . To the se  te rm s we may add th a t  o f
p e r s o n i f ic a t io n ,  which i s  d e fin e d  by M a ir (1975) as fo l lo w s :
P e r s o n if ic a t io n  in v o lv e s  t r e a t in g  e v e n ts , e x p e rie n c e s , 
th in g s ,  fe e l in g s  as i f  th e y  were persons w ith  whom we 
a re  engaged in  some k in d  o f  r e la t io n s h ip .  In  u s in g  
t h i s  m e ta p h o ric  mode i t  i s  p o s s ib le  sometimes to  " e n te r "  
and sense as i f  from  th e  " in s id e " ,  some o f  ou r ex­
p e r ie n c e s  w hich may o th e rw is e  rem ain  e x te rn a l to  us , 
se p a ra te d , l i t t l e  known o r th re a te n in q ly f f io rm u la t e d . .
—— I n person i  f i c a t i o n  we a re  ^ a tte m p tin g  to  p e n e tra te  a 
m yste ry  by u s in g  th e  form  o f  th e  m ys te ry  i t s e l f . . .
I t  i s  o f te n  r e a d i ly  p o s s ib le  f o r  peop le  to  fo rm u la te  
a spec ts  o f  t h e i r  awareness as i f  d i f f e r e n t  s u b -s e lv e s  
were in v o lv e d ,  (p p . 48, 51, 5 2 ).
P e r s o n if ic a t io n  i s  th e  im a g in a t iv e  p rocess  whereby p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
and d ra m a tic  ro le s  a re  c re a te d  in  th e  m in d 's  eye. R ich a rd  p e r s o n if ie d  
h is  th o u g h ts  about escape, k in g s h ip ,  e t c . , in  te rm s o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
r o le s ;  Shakespeare p e rs o n if ie d  h is  th o u g h ts  about R ic h a rd , E x to n , e tc .  
in  term s o f  d ra m a tic  r o le s .  P e r s o n if ic a t io n  w i l l  be fun dam en ta l to  
p s y c h o lo g ic a l a n a ly s is  in  a l l  i t s  form s as lo h g  as psycho logy  is  
about pe rsons .
Role-constructs
The l i n k  between ro le s  and c o n s tru c ts  i s  p ro v id e d  by th e  term  
'r o le - c o n s t r u c t *  (R a d le y , 1973t~IvIo ss , 1 9 7 4 a ,b ). A r o le - c o n s t r u c t  i s  
s im p ly  a c o n s tru c t  whose d ichotom ous p o le s  a re  r o le s .  One c o n s tru e s  
o n e s e lf  (as an o b je c t )  in  te rm s o f  c o n s tru c ts  -  th e  nouns o f  o n e 's  
p e rs o n a l language . One im ag ines o n e s e lf  (as a p r o je c t )  in  te rm s o f  
ro le s  -  th e  v e rb s . One c o n s tru e s  one ’ s im a g in in g s  in  te rm s o f  r o le -  
c o n s tru c ts  -  th e  v e rb a l nouns.
C o n s id e r, f o r  exam ple, th e  b e g in n in g  o f  H a m le t's  famous s o l i lo q u y :
To be o r n o t to  be -  th a t  i s  th e  q u e s t io n ;
W hether 1t i s  n o b le r  in  th e  m ind to  s u f fe r  
The s l in g s  and a rrow s o f  ou trageous  fo r tu n e ,
   Or to  ta k e  up arms a g a in s t a sea o f  t r o u b le s ,  — —   : • ~  ~
And by opposing  end them?
The r o le - c o n s t r u c t  ’ to  be o r n o t to  be ' p ro v id e s  th e  c o n c e p tu a l fram ew ork
w ith in  which d i f f e r e n t  p o s s ib i l i t i e s  f o r  a c t io n  -  ' i n  th e  m ind to  s u f f e r '
and ' t o  ta k e  up arm s’ -  a re  co n te m p la te d . F o r, as R adley (1973) p o in ts
o u t,  "w hat a person make o f ’ a r o le - a l t e r n a t iv e  i s  in  some way a
fu n c t io n  o f  how he d e f in e s  h im s e lf  by means, o f  th e  re le v a n t  r o le - c o n s t r u c t " .
Then a Way o f  'n o t  .b e in g ' by ' ta k in g  up arm s' (a g a in s t  o n e s e lf )  i s  
e v a lu a te d :
To d ie ,  to  s le e p  -  
No more; and by a s le e p  to  say we end 
The h e a rt-a c h e  and th e  thousand n a tu ra l shocks 
That f le s h  i s  h e i r  t o .  'T is  a consummation 
. D e vo u tly  to  be w is h 'd .  To d ie ,  to  s le e p ;
To s le e p , perchance to  dream. Ay, t h e r e 's  th e  ru b ;
F o r in  th a t  s le e p  o f death  what dreams may come,
When we have s h u f f le d  o f f  t h i s  m o rta l c o i l ,
Must g iv e  us p a u s e .. .
The im ag ined  end. makes Ham let r e c o i l  from  e n a c tin g  t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  r o le -  
a l t e r n a t iv e .  Thus he i s  p r a c t is in g  on h im s e lf  th a t  th e ra p e u t ic  te c h n iq u e  
w hich K e l ly  c a l le d  c o n t r o l le d  e la b o r a t io n . As R adley (1974) d e s c r ib e s  ,
i t :  . . ' ___
In  o rd e r to  encourage, an in d iv id u a l  to  s p e l l  o u t th e  
d e t a i l  o f  a r o le  which he has f a i le d  to  c o n s id e r ,  o r 
to  e x p lo re  a l t e r n a t iv e s  to  those  he c u r r e n t ly  p la y s ,
K e l ly  o u t l in e d  th e  te c h n iq u e  o f  c o n t r o l le d  e la b o r a t io n .
T h is  te c h n iq u e  in v o lv e s  a sk in g  th e  person  to  s p e l l  o u t 
in  d e t a i l  how, f o r  exam ple, h is  l i f e  would have been 
d i f f e r e n t  i f  he had been c a s t in  a d i f f e r e n t  r o le  from  
th e  one in  which he now f in d s  h im s e lf .  In  t h i s  way 
he may,be encouraged to  e la b o ra te  a l te r n a t iv e s  to  tho se  
ro le s  which he c u r r e n t ly  p la y s ,  e .g .  how would he have 
ac te d  i f  he had been a s tro n g  (as  opposed to  a weak) 
person? (p . 313)
. S u ic id e  appea ls  to  Ham let as a way o f  chang ing h im s e lf  from  a weak,
in a c t iv e  in t o  a s tro n g , a c t iv e  person w h ile  n o t hav ing  to  s u f fe r  th e
r e a l - l i f e  consequences o f  s tro n g  a c t io n .  F o r , as R adley goes on to  s a y :
K e l ly 's  te ch n iq u e  o f  c o n t r o l le d  e la b o ra t io n  and S a rb in  
& Dones' r o le - p la y in g  method a re  bo th  based upon the  
p ro p o s it io n  th a t  th e  person may change h im s e lf  th ro u g h  
e n a c tin g  ro le s  w hich he does no t c u r r e n t ly  p la y . . .  
th e  c o v e r t  s k e tc h in g  o u t o f  what he m igh t do o r become 
is  an a c t iv e  p rocess made p o s s ib le  by h is  assum ption  
o f  th e  p e rs p e c t iv e  which th a t  a l t e r n a t iv e  o f f e r s .
Hence th e  e la b o ra t iv e ,  im a g in a t iv e  employment o f  p e rs o n a l r o le s  and
c o n s tru c ts  i s  an a c t iv e  p rocess p r o je c t in g  in t o  th e  fu tu r e  and chang ing
o n e 's  ve ry  n a tu re .
H a m le t's  s o l i lo q u y  se rves  to  i l l u s t r a t e  M is c h e l's  (1964) th e s is  
t h a t ,  c o n tra ry  to  K e l ly 's  id e a  th a t  c o n s tru c ts  a re  l i k e  hypo theses used 
to  p r e d ic t  w h a t .w i l l  be done, th e y  a re  in  f a c t  l i k e  ru le s  used to  
dec ide  what shou ld  be done -
P erson a l c o n s tru c ts  e x p la in  b e h a v io u r, n o t by show ing \
th a t  such b e h a v io u r d a ta  a re  d e d u c ib le  from  the se  
c o n s tru c ts  in  c o n ju n c t io n  w ith  g e n e ra l p r in c ip le s ,  
b u t by show ing th a t  such a c t io n s  a re  i n t e l l i g i b l e  
because t h i s  would seem th e  r ig h t  th in g  to  do i f  one 
c o n s tru e d  t h i s  way. (p . 189)
However, h av ing  seen what i s  th e  r ig h t  th in g  to  do, one cannot go on to
do i t  u n le s s  one im ag ines  a pa th  le a d in g  th e re to  -  w hich may in  tu r n
m o d ify  o n e 's  o r ig in a l  c o n s t ru c t io n .  Hence c o n s tru in g  a lo n e , w ith o u t
th e  im a g in a t io n  o f  r o le s ,  i s  a b a rre n  a c t i v i t y ,  a t  b e s t no b e t te r
than  a s p e c ta to r  s p o r t  (F o u ld s , 1 973 ).
Each p e rson , th e n , has h is  own p e rs o n a l language , w hich i s  made up 
o f  nouns ( c o n s t r u c ts ) ,  ve rbs  ( r o le s ) ,  and v e rb a l nouns ( r o le - r c o n s t r u c ts ) . 
T h is  language has i t s  own grammar and s yn ta x  ( th e  ru le s  f o r  com b in ing
ro le s  and co n stru c ts ) which Bn_ables_one_jfco_creatB_meaninqful-^sentencBS-----
e x p re s s in g  r e a l p o s s ib i l i t i e s  ( c f .  M i l l e r  e t  a l ' s  ( i9 6 0 )  concep t o f  
p la n s ) ,  and co he re n t argum ents is s u in g  in  r a t io n a l  d e c is io n s .  One may 
s p e c u la te , f u r t h e r ,  t h a t  s y n ta c t ic a l  e r ro r s  le a d  to  f a i l u r e  in  d e c is io n ­
making (n e u ro s is ) ,  w h ile  sem antic  c o n fu s io n  le a d s  to  more b a s ic  
d is o rd e rs  o f  th o u g h t and im a g in a t io n  (p s y c h o s is ) .
The D ra m a t is t ic  Approach
L e t us now c o n s id e r b r i e f l y  some c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  th e  d ra m a tis t  
language w hich a re  o f  re le v a n c e  to  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l e n te r p r is e .
In  th e  f i r s t  p la c e , th e  d r a m a t is t 's  language i s  n o th in g  i f  n o t 
dynam ic, p r o je c t iv e  and fu tu r e - o r ie n te d ;  f o r ,  as Suzanne Langer (1953) 
says , " i t s  b a s ic  a b s t ra c t io n  i s  th e  a c t ,  which s p r in g s  from  th e  p a s t,  
bu t i s  d ire c te d  tow ards th e  fu tu r e ,  and i s  a lw ays g re a t w ith  th in g s  to  
come", (p .  306)
S econd ly , i t  i s  h o l i s t i c ,  in  th e  sense th a t  i t  p re s e n ts  peop le
and t h e i r  d e s t in ie s  as wholes which a re  rounded o f f  in  t im e . As
Rohden (quo ted  in  Langer (1 9 5 3 )) says;
What d is t in g u is h e s  a c h a ra c te r  on Stage from  a ' r e a l '  
person? O b v io u s ly  th e  fa c t  th a t  th e  fo rm e r s tan d s  
b e fo re  us as a f u l l y  a r t ic u la te d  w ho le . Our fe llow m en  
we a lw ays p e rc e iv e  o n ly  in  fra g m e n ta ry  fa s h io n ,  and 
ou r power o f  s e lf - o b s e rv a t io n  i s  u s u a lly  reduced , by 
v a n ity  and c u p id i t y ,  to  z e ro . What we c a l l  'd ra m a t ic  
i l l u s i o n '  i s  th e re fo re ,  th e  p a ra d o x ic a l phenomenon 
. . th a t  we know more about th e  m en ta l p rocesses o f  a
Hamlet than  about ou r own in n e r  l i f ’e . Fo r th e  p o e t-  
a c to r  Shakespeare show n o t o n ly  th e  deed, b u t a ls o  
i t s  m o tiv e s , and indeed more p e r fe c t ly  than  we ever 
see. them to g e th e r  in  a c tu a l l i f e .  (p . 310)
The word 'b e h a v io u r ' means a c t io n  th a t  has been d iv o rc e d  from  th e
m o tive s  o f  th e  a c to r ;  and 'b e h a v io u r is m ' i s  i t s  c o rre s p o n d in g ly  u n -
h o l i s t i c  p sych o lo g y . 'D ra m a ', on th e  o th e r  hand, denotes a c t io n  th a t
i s  seen as bo th  o r ig in a t in g  in  a te rm in u s  a quo in  th e  m in d ,o f th e
a c to r  and end ing  in  a te rm in u s  ad quern in  h is  f i n a l  d e s t in y ;  f o r ,  as
A r is t o t le  says , " tra g e d y  i s  th e  re p re s e n ta t io n  o f  an a c t io n  t h a t  i s
com plete  in  i t s e l f " .  I t s  c o rre s p o n d in g ly  h o l i s t i c  p sycho logy  m igh t
be c a l le d  'd ra m a tis m ' (B u rke , 1 96 8 ), w hich i s  re la te d  to  s o c ia l  a c t io n  
th e o ry  (S c h u tz , .1964), b u t i s  to  be c le a r ly  d is t in g u is h e d  from  th e  
'd ra m a tu r g ic a l* model o f  s o c ia l  in t e r a c t io n  (G offm an, 1 9 5 9 ). Thus 
th e  language o f  d ra m a t is t ic  psycho logy  i s  c h a ra c te r is e d  by th e  fa c t  
th a t  i t  l in k s  to g e th e r ,  in  a seem ing ly  in e v i t a b le  sequence, th e  
m en ta lism  o f  a man's s o l i lo q u ie s  and d ia lo g u e s , th e  b eh a v io u rism  o f  
h is  a la rum s ( s t im u l i )  and e x c u rs io n s  (re s p o n s e s ), and th e  b io lo g is m  
o f  h is  lo v e  and dea th  scenes.
Some p s y c h o lo g is ts  a re  h o l i s t i c  in  t h i s  sense; f o r  exam ple, F reud . 
Thus ju s t  as Shakespeare p u ts  a c ts ,  scenes, s o l i lo q u ie s ,  d ia lo g u e s  and 
dea ths  to g e th e r  in  o rd e r to  c re a te  lo g ic a l l y  co h e re n t p lo t s ,  so Freud
b rin g s , s t ra y  r e c o l le c t io n s , ,  f re e  asso c ia t io n s  and b io g ra p h ic a l d a t a  ^___
to g e th e r  in  o rd e r to  c re a te  lo g ic a l l y  . co he re n t c a s e - h is to r ie s .  The 
d if fe re n c e  between them i s ,  in  th e  f i r s t  p la c e , one o f  language : 
Shakespeare speaks in  te rm s o f  a c ts ,  persons and c r is e s ,  and does n o t 
a b s tra c t  from  th e  lo w e r - le v e l languages o f  h is  c h a ra c te rs ;,  whereas Freud 
speaks in  te rm s o f  s ta g e s , mechanisms and traum as, and te n d s  to  s u b s t i t u t  
t h i s  language f o r  th e  lo w e r - le v e l languages o f  h is  p a t ie n ts .  A second 
d if fe re n c e  l i e s  in  th e  n a tu re  o f th e  p lo ts  : S hakespea re 's  a re  a lw ays 
d i f f e r e n t ,  co rre sp o n d in g  to  th e  d if fe re n c e s  between th e  persons who a re  
t h e i r  s u b je c ts ;  whereas F re u d 's  a re  a lw ays th e  same, in v a r ia b ly  
c o n ta in in g  o r a l ,  a n a l,  p h a l l i c  and o e d ia p a l s ta g e s . A t h i r d  d if fe r e n c e  
l i e s  in  th e  method o f  e x p la n a tio n :  Shakespeare e x p la in s  h is  c h a ra c te rs  
by e x p l ic a t in g  them, by u n r a v e ll in g  th e  t r u e  n a tu re  o f  t h e i r  th o u g h ts  
and im a g in a tio n s  in  te rm s o f  th e  consequences f o r  t h e i r  u l t im a te  d e s t in y ;  
whereas Freud fo rc e s  a l l  h is  d a ta  to  f i t  th e  p re -d e te rm in e d  scheme o f
h is  th e o ry  o f  n e u ro s is .
B a n n is te r  (1975) has argued c o n v in c in g ly  in  fa v o u r o f  th e  use o f  • 
b io g ra p h y  as a source  o f  d a ta  fo r ,  p s y c h o lo g y . I  am a rg u in g  in  fa v o u r 
o f  th e  use o f  drama, n o t m e re ly  as a source  o f  da ta  f o r  p sy c h o lo g y , 
b u t a ls o  as a source  o f  language -  and as a paradigm  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
e x p la n a t io n .  F o r th e  p s y c h o lo g is t ,  in  o rd e r to  f u l f i l  h is  own r o le ,  
must a ls o  p la y  th e  r o le  o f  th e  d ra m a t is t ,  c o n s tru in g  th e  c o n s tru c ts  o f 
h is  c h a ra c te rs ,  im a g in in g  t h e i r  im a g in a t io n s ,  and the n  t r a n s la t in g  t h i s  
lo w e r - le v e l language in t o  th e  h ig h e r - le v e l  language o f  p e rson , p lo t  and 
d e s t in y .  T h is  i s  how he e x p la in s  h is  s u b je c ts  -  by p u t t in g  t h e i r  
is o la te d ,  in c o h e re n t u tte ra n c e s  in t o  th e  c o n te x t o f  a la r g e r - s c a le  
u tte ra n c e  e x p re s s in g  a lo n g e r- te rm  r o le  (b u t a r o le ,  w hich he , and n o t 
th e y , have f i r s t  im a g in e d ). Fo r as Ray p o in ts  o u t in  h is  a r t i c l e ,  'A 
p s y c h o - l in g u is t ic  accoun t o f  c a u s a l i t y 1 (1 9 7 2 ), a lth o u g h  we seek causes 
f o r  even ts  by lo o k in g  f o r  c o n n e c tio n s  between them (Hume), we do n o t 
cease from  our search u n t i l  we have conv inced  o u rs e lv e s  th a t  "we a re  in  
f a c t  d e a lin g  w ith  one c o n tin u o u s  e v e n t" .
Dramatists and Critics
But th e re  i s  y e t a t h i r d  le v e l  beyond those  o f  th e  d ra m a tis t  and '
th e  d ra m a tis  persona : th a t  o f—th e  d ra m a tic  c r i t i c .  C o n s ide r W ilson
K n ig h t (1 9 5 1 ) i
I n t e r p r e t a t io n . . .  must be soaked in  th e  d ra m a tic  
co nsc iou sn ess ; and th e  more we a tte n d  to  such e le m en ts , 
th e  more o fte n  we s h a l l  f in d  o u rs e lv e s  d ire c te d  
in s t i n c t i v e l y  to  form  groups o f  im a g in a t iv e  them es, 
p o e t ic a l c o lo u r in g s ,  th ro u g h o u t th e  p la y s .  The 
d ra m a tic  personas and t h e i r  names change from  p la y  to  
p la y  : b u t t h e . l i f e  th e y  l i v e ,  th e  p o e t ic  a i r  th e y  
b re a th e , th e  fa te  th a t  s t r ik e s  o r th e  jo y  th a t  crowns 
them, th e  sym bols and symphonies o f  d ra m a tic  p o e try ,  
the se  a re  n o t.s o  v a r ia b le .  They a re  Shakespearean.
More, th e y  a re  Shakespeare.
Two th in g s  a re  p o in te d  o u t by th e  c r i t i c  h e re : f i r s t ,  t h a t  in  th e
c re a t io n  o f  dramas and d ra m a tis  p e rson a , th e  d ra m a tis t  i s  a ls o  re v e a lin g
h im s e lf ;  and se c o n d ly , th a t  th e re  i s  a d is t in c t io n  between what th e
d ra m a tis t  c re a te s  qua d ra m a tis t  -  in d iv id u a l  persons and p la y s ,  and
what he c re a te s  qua poe t -  a common n a tu re  in  which th e y  ' l i v e ,  move
and have t h e i r  b e in g 1.
A p p ly in g  these  p o in ts  to  p sych o lo g y , we r e a l is e ,  f i r s t ,  t h a t  th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t 's  language f o r  speaking  about h is  s u b je c ts  t e l l s  us much 
about h im s e lf .  B u t, more im p o r ta n t,  we r e a l is e  th a t  he has two q u ite  
d i f f e r e n t  r o le s .  Qua c l in i c ia n ,  he i s  l i k e  th e  d ra m a t is t ,  e x p l ic a t in g  
c h a ra c te rs  :in  te rm s o f  d ra m a tic  p lo ts  and d e s t in ie s .  Qua t h e o r e t ic ia n ,  
he i s  l i k e  th e  d ra m a tic  c r i t i c ,  com paring p lo t s ,  c la s s i f y in g  d e s t in ie s ,  
and d is c e rn in g  themes which a re  common to  d i f f e r e n t  c h a ra c te rs  (w h ich  i s  
what I  have done in  th e  la s t  c h a p te r , 'The psycho logy  o f  ShakespeSrean 
m a n ') . For he i s  in te r e s te d  bo th  in  p a r t i c u la r  human persons and in
u n iv e rs a l human n a tu re .
l\lou t h i s  d i s t in c t io n  may h e lp  to  c l a r i f y  th e  re la te d  d is t in c t i o n ,  
d iscu ssed  e a r l ie r  in  t h i s  c h a p te r , between 'id io g ra p h y ' and ' nomo- 
t h e t ic is m '.  We noted  th a t  th e  p s y c h o lo g is t 's  h ig h e r - le v e l  language 
must n o t e l im in a te  b u t ra th e r  'com prehend ' th e  lo w e r - le v e l languages 
o f  h is  s u b je c ts ;  and I  p roposed , as a paradigm  o f  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
co m p re he n s ion ', th e  way in  w hich a d ra m a tis t  such as Shakespeare 
in c lu d e s  th e  language o f  a c h a ra c te r  such as Hamlet w i th in  th e  language 
o f  Hamlet as a w ho le , th e re b y  p re s e rv in g  id iography w ith in  and between 
th e  two l i n g u i s t i c  le v e ls .  However, to  e x p l ic a te  Ham let in  t h i s  way 
does n o t enab le  us to  compare him w ith  o th e r  c h a ra c te rs , n o t t o  draw 
any g e n e ra l c o n c lu s io n s  about Shakespearean c h a r a c te r is a t io n .  Fo r t h a t ,  
we must ascend to  th p  le v e l  o f  th e  d ra m a tic  c r i t i c ,  who 'p la c e s ' th e  
languages o f  d i f f e r e n t  c h a ra c te rs  and p la y s  w ith in  th e  Shakespearean 
'u n iv e rs e  o f  d is c o u rs e ' as a w ho le . A ga in , id io g ra p h y  i s  p re se rve d  -  
by keep ing  n o m o th e tic  a n a ly s is  s t r i c t l y  w i th in  th e  c o n te x t o f  p e rs o n a l 
la nguages , a lth o u g h  , f o r  th e  c r i t i c ,  th e  c o n te x t i s  d e fin e d  h o r iz o n t a l ly ,  
a c ro ss  c h a ra c te rs  and p la y s ,  r a th e r  tha n  lo n g i t u d in a l l y ,  w i th in  a s in g le  
d e s t in y .
Thus th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  as t h e o r e t i c ia n - c r i t i c  can le g i t im a te ly  
ana lyse  h is  work as c l in ic ia n - d r a m a t is t ,  p ro v id e d  th a t  he l i m i t s  h im s e lf  
to  com paring p e rs o n a l languages and d e s t in ie s  as such . I t  i s  n o t 
le g i t im a te  f o r  him to  c o n s tru c t  some s u p e r-p e rs o n a l language o f  e x t r a -  
v e rs io n  and n e u ro t ic is m , f o r  exam ple, o r some s u b -p e rs o n a l d e s t in y  o f  
o r a l ,  ana l and p h a l l i c  s ta g e s . The id e a l language f o r  p s y c h o lo g is ts  i s
one w hich enab les  them to  speak about peop le  in  g e n e ra l in  re c o g n iz a b ly  
th e  same te rm s as about peop le  in  p a r t i c u la r  -  and w hich embraces th e  
te rm s in  w hich th e y  express the m se lve s .
The Shadow o f  S c ia n t i f i c  Psychology#
"Who i s  i t  t h a t  can t a l l  me who I  am?" asked L e a r. " L e a r 's  shadow", 
r e p l ie d  th e  F o o l. And t r u l y ,  th e  o n ly  person  who t o ld  Lea r th e  
u n p le a s a n t t r u t h  about h im s e lf  was h is  shadow, th e  F o o l. B u t who i s  ‘ 
i t  t h a t  can t e l l  p sycho logy  th e —t r u th  about i t s e l f ?  P s y c h o lo g y 's  shadow, 
e v id e n t ly .  There a re  few p s y c h o lo g is ts ,  how ever, who would be fo o lh a rd y  
enough to  adm it th e re  was such a th in g ,  l e t  a lone  id e n t i f y  i t .  F o r, to  
most o f  them , psycho logy  d w e lls  in  a l i g h t  unapproachab le  -  th e  l i g h t  
o f  'p u r e ' ,  a b s t ra c t  sc ie n ce  -  where no shadows a re  c a s t.
But th e re  was one p s y c h o lo g is t  (whose re p u ta t io n  among pure
s c ie n t is t s  i s  none to o  h ig h )  who came ac ross  t h i s  shadow. E lle n b e rg e r
(1972) t e l l s  th e  s to r y :
One o f  th e  most s in g u la r  ep isodes o f  B ung 's e xpe rim en t
__  o ecu rred  when one day ,—w h ile  w r i t in g  under th e  d ic ta t io n v —— - —
o f th e  u nco n sc io us , he asked h im s e lf :  " I s  t h i s  r e a l l y  
sc ie n ce  th a t  I  am d o in g ? " and heard a woman's v o ic e  
answer h im : " I t  . is  a r t ! "  He den ied  i t ,  bu t th e  v o ic e  
in s is te d  th a t  i t  was a r t  and th e y  conversed f o r  a w h i le . ( p . 671)
Jung c a l le d  th e  v o ic e  h is  anim a; b u t B ung 's  anima i s  p s y c h o lo g y 's  shadow
o r r a th e r ,  th e  shadow o f  th a t  sp e c ie s  o f psycho logy  which c a l l s  i t s e l f
' s c i e n t i f i c ' .  L e t us converse  w ith  i t  f o r  a w h ile .
'Who i s  i t  t h a t  can t e l l  me who I  am?' asks th e  s c i e n t i f i c
p s y c h o lo g is t .  ' A r t ' ,  r e p l ie s  h is  shadow. 'Why a r t ? '  'Because o n ly  a r t
can d e s c r ib e  human p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and th e re fo re  o n ly  a r t  -  o r  th e  p h i lo ­
sophy o f  a r t  -  can co rrespond  to  a sc ie n ce  o f  human p e r s o n a l i t y ' .
'B u t th e re  i s  a sc ie n ce  -  a s c i e n t i f i c  sc ie n ce  -  o f  human p e r s o n a l i t y .
I t  measures a p e rs o n 's  t r a i t s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  a b i l i t i e s ,  com plexes and many 
o th e r  t h in g s . '  'B u t those  measures d e s c r ib e  in d iv id u a ls , n o t p e rs o n s . '
' I  d o n 't  u n d e rs ta n d . '
Persons and Individuals
T h is  d is t in c t io n  between th e  words 'p e rs o n *  and ' i n d i v id u a l '  has '
been e lu c id a te d  by Lossky (195?^:
The human person cannot be expressed in  co n ce p ts . I t  
e ludes  a l l  r a t io n a l  d e f in i t io n s ,  indeed  a l l  d e s c r ip t io n ,  
f o r  a l l  th e  p ro p e r t ie s  whereby i t  co u ld  be c h a ra c te r is e d  
can be met w ith  in  o th e r  in d iv id u a ls .  P e rs o n a lity  can 
o n ly  be grasped in  t h i s  l i f e  by a d i r e c t  i n t u i t i o n ;  i t  
can o n ly  be expressed in  a work o f  a r t . . .  UJe commonly 
use th e  words 'p e rs o n s ' o r 'p e rs o n a l*  to  mean in d iv id u a ls ,  
o r in d iv id u a l .  We a re  in  th e  h a b it  o f  t h in k in g  o f  the se  
two te rm s , person and in d iv id u a l ,  a lm os t as though th e y  
were synonyms. We employ them in d i f f e r e n t l y  to  exp ress  
th e  same t h in g .  B u t, in  a c e r ta in  sense, in d iv id u a l  .and 
person mean o p p o s ite  th in g s ,  th e  word in d iv id u a l  
e x p re s s in g  a c e r ta in  m ix tu re  o f  th e  person w ith  e lem ents 
.which be long  to  th e  common n a tu re , w h ile  p e rson , on th e  
o th e r  hand, means th a t  w hich d is t in g u is h e s  i t  from  n a tu re .
In  ou r p re s e n t c o n d it io n  we know persons o n ly  th ro u g h  
in d iv id u a ls ,  and as in d iv id u a ls .  When we w ish  to  d e f in e ,
   to  'c h a ra c te r is e _ ' a p e rs o n ,  we g a th e r to g e th e r —in d iv id u a 1
c h a r a c te r is t ic s ,  ' t r a i t s  o f  c h a ra c te r ' w h ich a re  to  be . 
met w ith  e lsew here  in  o th e r  in d iv id u a ls ,  and which 
because th e y  be long  to  n a tu re  a re  never a b s o lu te ly  
'p e r s o n a l ' .  F in a l ly ,  we adm it th a t  what i s  most dear 
to  us in  someone, what makes him. h im s e lf ,  rem ains 
in d e f in a b le ,  f o r  th e re  i s  n o th in g  in  n a tu re  which 
p ro p e r ly  p e r ta in s  to  th e  p e rson , w hich i s  a lw ays un ique  
and in co m p a ra b le , (p p . 53, 121)
L e t us re tu rn  to  th e  c o n v e rs a t io n : -  'W hat I  m ean', says th e  shadow, 
' i s  th a t  th e re  a re  two q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  s u b je c ts  : a sc ie n ce  o f  
in d iv id u a l  c la s s i f i c a t io n ,  and an a r t  o f  p e rs o n a l r e p re s e n ta t io n .
The sc ie n ce  c la s s i f ie s  in d iv id u a ls  in  te rm s o f  p ro p e r t ie s  common in  
v a r io u s  degrees to  a l l  -  ' i n t e l l i g e n c e ' , 'e x t r a v e r s io n ' and ' n e u ro t ic is m ' 
f o r  exam ple; b u t th e  a r t  re p re s e n ts  un ique  and incom pa rab le  p e rs o n s '.
'B u t canno t a person and an in d iv id u a l  be one and th e  same b e in g ? '
' I n  a sense, yes — in  th e  sense th a t  an in d iv id u a l  c la s s i f i c a t io n  and
a p e rs o n a l re p re s e n ta t io n  may r e fe r  to  one and th e  same re g io n  o f  sp a ce - 
t im e . But in  a deeper sense, th e  person  and th e  in d iv id u a l  be long  to  
two d i f f e r e n t  w o r ld s .1 'Who am I  -  a person o r an in d iv id u a l? 1 ' Qua * 
N .N ., you a re  a person : qua s t r i r e n t i f ic  p s y c h o lo g is t ,  you a re  an 
i n d i v id u a l . 1 'And what i s  ou r r e la t io n s h ip  now -  a p e rs o n a l one, o r 
an in d iv id u a l  one?’ ‘ In  l i f e ,  th e re  can o n ly  be p e rs o n a l r e la t io n s h ip s .  
The id e a  o f  an in d iv id u a l  r e la t io n s h ip  -  between one man*s e x tra v e rs io n  
and a n o th e r 's  n e u ro t ic is m , f o r  example -  i s  h o p e le s s ly  a b s t r a c t . '
G ran ted , th e n , th a t  th e re  can be no r e a l  sc ie n ce  o f  persons and 
p e rs o n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  as such, can we n e v e rth e le s s  la y  down c e r ta in  
b a s ic  p r in c ip le s  o f  th a t  s u b je c t ,  c e r ta in  prolegom ena ( to  adop t a 
K a n tia n  to n e ) t o  th e  s o -c a lle d  sc ie n ce  o f  human p e rs o n a lity ?
I  b e lie v e  th a t  t h i s  i s  p o s s ib le  and th a t  th e  p r in c ip le  fo rm u la te d
by Heron (1970 -71 ) c o n s t i tu te s  a good b e g in n in g :
My awareness o f  m y s e lf i s  in  p a r t  c o n s t i tu te d  by my 
awareness o f  h is  awareness o f  me, and my awareness o f 
him i s  in  p a r t  c o n s t i tu te d  by my awareness o f  h is .  
awareness o f  me.
H e ro n 's  p r in c ip le  i s  fo rm u la te d  in  th e  c o n te x t o f  a d is c u s s io n  o f  
th e  d if fe re n c e  between two typ e s  o f  gaze : th e  one e l i c i t e d  by th e  
d i r e c t io n ,  "Look a t  my e y e s " ,' ancj th e  o th e r  by th e  d i r e c t io n ,  ''Look in t o  
my e y e s " . The one i s  c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  a pho tog ra p h , and th e  o th e r  -  o f  
a p o r t r a i t .  Only th e  i n t u i t i v e  k in d  o f gaze c o n s t i tu te s  a p e rs o n a l 
m ee ting  in  th e  s t r i c t  sense; f o r  o n ly  be ings  who can lo o k  in t o ,  as 
opposed to  s im p ly  lo o k in g  a t ,  each o th e r ,  can be s a id  to  be p e rso n s .
We re tu r n  here  to  th e  d is t in c t io n  between persons and in d iv id u a ls ,  
b u t e r ir ic h e d  now by an u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f th e  d i f fe r e n c e  between know ledge 
o f  p e rson s , w ith  whom o n e -e n te rs  in to  a r e la t io n s h ip  th ro u g h  m u tua l t r u s t  
and s e l f - r e v e la t io n ,  and knowledge about in d iv id u a ls ,  whose c o n s t i tu e n t  
t r a i t s  o r  p ro p e r t ie s  one d e s c r ib e s  th ro u g h  e n te r in g  in t o  a one-way, 
s u b je c t -o b je c t  's tre a m  o f  co n sc io u sn e ss ' ( ' r e la t io n s h ip '  would be a 
m is le a d in g  w o rd ). The im p o rta nce  o f a r t  c o n s is ts  in th e  f a c t  th a t  a lth o u g h  
an ic o n ,  say , can be looked  a t  as though i t  were m ere ly  a c o lo u re d  p ie c e  
o f  wood, and th e  persons i t  re p re s e n ts  as though th e y  were m e re ly  
in d iv id u a ls ,  n e v e rth e le s s  th e  p o s s ib i l i t y  has been c re a te d  by th e  a r t i s t  
o f  lo o k in g  in t o  th e  ic o n ,  as though one were e n te r in g  in t o  a p e rs o n a l 
r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  i t s  s u b je c t .  Perhaps th a t  i s  why Moslem va nd a ls  o f  
O rthodox churches aim f i r s t  to  c u t o u t th e  eyes o f  ic o n s  -  th e n  th e y  can
t r e a t  them im p e rs o n a lly ,  as mere o b je c ts .  We come to  th e  c o n c lu s io n , 
th e n , th a t  th e  p e c u l ia r  n a tu re , bo th  p e rs o n a l and o b je c t iv e ,  o f  
a r t i s t i c  re p re s e n ta t io n  makes o f  i t  a more s u ita b le  mode o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  
s tu d y  tha n  s c i e n t i f i c  c la s s i f i c a t io n .
L e t us now a p p ly  t h i s  c o n c lu s io n  to  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  th re e  m a jo r 
is s u e s  t h a t  d iv id e  p s y c h o lo g is ts  to d a y : h o lis m -c o m p a rtm e n ta lis m , 
fre ed o m -d e te rm in ism  and id io g ra p h y -n o m o th e t ic is m .
H olism -C om partm en ta lism
A work of art is a whole that is more than the sum of its parts. '
Sch i s  a human p e rso n . But p s y c h o lo g is ts  have u n fo r tu n a te ly  take n  l i t t l e  
n o t ic e  o f th a t  f a c t .  Whereas an a r t  c r i t i c  would never th in k  o f  a ssess ing  
th e  va lu e  o f  a p i c t o r i a l  d e t a i l  w ith o u t r e la t in g  i t  to  th e  whole p ic tu r e
p s y c h o lo g is ts ,  whose s u b je c t i s  th e  most consummate o f  a l l  works o f  a r t ,
th in k  n o th in g  o f  d e v o tin g  the . whole o f  t h e i r  l i v e s  to  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  a 
t i n y ,  a r t i f i c i a l l y  is o la te d  p ie ce  o f  human ( o r ,  more o f te n ,  a n im a l)  
b e h a v io u r. They j u s t i f y  t h i s  p rocedu re  on th e  grounds t h a t  when we 
have s tu d ie d  a l l  th e  p a r ts  we s h a l l  be in  a p o s i t io n  to  u nd e rs tan d  th e  
whole by p u t t in g  them a l l  to g e th e r  a g a in .
”  rr~? However, th e  need f o r  a h o l i s t i c  approach to  p sycho logy  has been
emphasised re c e n t ly  by O rn s te in  (1 9 7 5 ):
W ith o u t th e  developm ent o f  an o v e r a l l  p e rs p e c t iv e ,  
we rem ain  lo s t  in  ou r in d iv id u a l  in v e s t ig a t io n s .
Such a p e rs p e c t iv e  i s  a p ro v in c e ’ o f  a n o th e r mode o f
know ledge, and cannot be ach ieved  in  th e  same way 
th a t  in d iv id u a l  p a r ts  a re  e x p lo re d . I t  does no t 
a r is e  o u t o f  a l in e a r  sum o f independen t o b s e rv a t io n s .
(p . 26)
T h is  "o th e r  mode o f  know ledge" i s  re la te d  to  th a t  employed in  th e  
a p p re c ia t io n  o f  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l*  p o r t r a i t s ,  in  which one does n o t s b b  
' c o g n i t i o n ' , ' le a r n in g ' ,  'm o t iv a t io n ' o r any such is o la te d  a b s t ra c t io n s ,  
b u t a whole man possess ing  a l l  these  f a c u l t ie s  a t  once. Even in  a 
s c u lp tu re  such as R o d in 's  Le Penseur, th e  s u b je c t  i s  n o t ' t h o u g h t ' . o r  
'man th e  t h i n k e r ' , b u t 'a  man who t h in k s ' .  For a r t  p o r tra y s  men w ith
c h a r a c te r is t ic s ,  n o t c h a r a c te r is t ic s  th a t  go to  make up men; i t s  s u b je c t  
i s  th e  i n d iv i s ib le  whole o f  a p e rso n , n o t th e  independen t p a r ts  o f  an 
in d iv id u a l .  '
A ga in , H e isse r (196?) ends h is  su rvey  o f  th e  c o g n it iv e  com partm ent
o f  psycho logy  w ith  th e  fo l lo w in g  w ords:
I t  i s  no a c c id e n t th a t  th e  c o g n it iv e  approach g iv e s  us 
no way to  know what th e  s u b je c t  w i l l  t h in k  o f  n e x t,  life 
cannot p o s s ib ly  know t h i s  u n le ss  we have a d e ta i le d  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  what he i s  t r y in g  to  do and why. Fo r 
t h i s  reason a r e a l ly  s a t is fa c to r y  th e o ry  o f  th e  h ig h e r  
m en ta l p rocesses can o n ly  come in t o  be ing  when we a ls o  
have th e o r ie s  o f  m o t iv a t io n ,  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and s o c ia l  
in t e r a c t io n .  The s tu d y  o f  c o g n it io n  i s  o n ly  one f r a c t io n  
o f  p sych o lo g y , and i t  cannot s tand  a lo n e .
T h is  goes p a r t  o f  th e  way tow ards a p ro p e r c o n ce p tio n  o f  th e  s u b je c t ,
e xcep t th a t  'p e r s o n a l i t y 1 and 's o c ia l  in t e r a c t io n '  a re  n o t to  be th o u g h t
o f  as s im p ly  two f u r t h e r  com partm ents w ith  which 'c o g n i t io n '  i s  to
l ia s e ,  b u t th e  ve ry  h e a r t ,  th e  te rm in u s  a quo and te rm in u s  ad quern,
o f  a l l  p s y c h o lo g ic a l th e o r is in g .  Indeed , u n t i l  we have a s a t is fa c to r y
th e o ry  o f p e r s o n a l i t y ,  we s h a l l  n o t have even th e  b e g in n in g s  o f  a
th e o ry  o f  c o g n it io n  o r m o t iv a t io n .  Our p rem ise  shou ld  be, n o t ' I  t h in k ,
th e re fo re  I  am ', b u t ' I  am (a  whole p e rs o n ), which i s  why I  t h in k ,  f e e l
and w i l l  ( in  my in d iv id u a l  fu n c t io n s ) '.
Freedom -D eterm in ism
However, N e is s e r 's  main concern was " t o  know what th e  s u b je c t  w i l l '  
t h in k  o f  n e x t " . For one o f  t h e - c r i t e r i a  o f  e m p ir ic a l sc ie n ce  i s  
p r e d ic t iv e  power. Such a pow er, m oreover, would seem to  have no 
ana logue in  a r t .  For even where a r t  does seem to  foreshadow  th e  shape 
o f  th in g s  to  come -  as D o s to ye vsky 's  The D e v i ls , f o r  example., foreshadow s 
th e  R ussian R e v o lu t io n  (B e rdyaev , 1957) -  t h i s  i s  in c id e n ta l  to  i t s  
va lu e  as a r t .  F o r a r t  i s  t im e le s s ;  i t  re p re s e n ts  peop le  and e ven ts  
sub sp e c ie  a e t e r n i t a t is  -  th a t  i s ,  as h av ing  no e s s e n t ia l re fe re n c e  
to  any s p e c i f ic  s p a tio te m p o ra l re g io n .
But what o f  man h im s e lf?  Is  he in  t im e  o r o u t o f  t im e ?  Does he 
be long  to  th e  d e te rm in is t  nexus o f  causes and e f f e c t s ,  o r  i s  he f r e e  -  
" lo o k in g  b e fo re  and a f t e r " ,  in  H a m le t's  p h rase , b u t n e i th e r  pushed by 
th e  b e fo re  no r p u l le d  by th e  a f te r ?
I t  i s  u s e fu l,  at. t h i s  p o in t ,  to  examine th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  
psycho logy to  h is t o r y .  For h is to r y  i s  a d is c ip l in e  which i s  bo th  q u a s i-  
s c i e n t i f i c  in  i t s  tre a tm e n t o f  d a ta  a n d rD n -d e te rm in is t ( o r  n o t 
n e c e s s a r ily  d e te rm in is t )  in  i t s  assum ptions about man. M oreover, in  
h is  book The Idea  o f H is to ry  (1 9 4 6 ), th e  h is t o r ia n  and p h i lo s o p h e r ,
R.G. C o llin g w o o d , a rgues th a t  "w hereas th e  r ig h t  way o f  in v e s t ig a t in g  
n a tu re  i s  by th e  methods c a lle d  s c i e n t i f i c ,  th e  r ig h t  way o f 
in v e s t ig a t in g  mind i s  by th e  methods o f  h is t o r y " .  T h e re fo re  " th e  work 
which was to  be done by th e  (se ve n te e n th  and e ig h te e n th  c e n tu ry )  s c ie n ce
o f  human n a tu re  i s  a c tu a l ly  done, and can o n ly  be done, by h is t o r y " .  
C o n s id e r, f o r  exam ple, th e  q u e s tio n  : 'Why d id  B ru tu s  s ta b  C aesar?1.
Now t h i s  q u e s tio n  i s  p s y c h o lo g ic a l in  form  -  i t  seems to  be about th e  '
causes and e f fe c ts  o f  m en ta l e v e n ts . B ut i t  cannot be t re a te d  as a 
t y p ic a l  s c i e n t i f i c  q u e s tio n  -  as 'Why d id  th a t  l i tm u s  paper tu r n  p in k ? 1 
f o r  exam ple. For whereas th e  s c i e n t i f i c  q u e s tio n  can be answered by 
g e n e ra lis in g  i t  to  th e  n o n - h is to r ic a l  fo rm : ’ On what k in d s  o f  occas ion s  
do p ie ce s  o f  l i tm u s  paper tu r n  p in k ? 1, th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l q u e s tio n  i s  
e q u iv a le n t  t o :  'W hat d id  B ru tu s  th in k ,  which made him dec ide  to  s ta b
C aesar? ' -  w hich can o n ly  be answered by means o f  a co n c re te , h i s t o r i c a l
in q u i r y .  T h e re fo re  psycho logy  cannot be a n o n - h is to r ic a l  s c ie n ce  in  
th e  way th a t  p h y s ic s  and c h e m is try  a re  : i t  can o n ly  be a sc ie n c e  "w h ich  
g e n e ra lis e s  from  h is t o r i c a l  f a c t s " .  M oreover, " i n  o rd e r to  se rve  as 
d a ta " ,  the se  fa c ts  "m ust f i r s t  be h i s t o r i c a l l y  known; and h is t o r i c a l  
knowledge i s . . .  th e  d is c e rn in g  o f  th e  th o u g h t which i s  th e  in n e r  s id e  
o f  th e  e v e n t" .
C o lling w o od  goes on to  c r i t i c i s e  a fa ls e ,  p o s i t i v i s t  id e a  o f  h is t o r y  
in  a way th a t  a p p lie s  d i r e c t l y  to  c e r ta in  s im i la r ly  fa ls e  c o n c e p tio n s  o f  
p sycho lo g y :
The methods o f  modern h is t o r i c a l  in q u i r y  have grown up 
under the  shadow o f  t h e i r  e ld e r  s i s t e r ,  th e  method o f
n a tu ra l s c ie n c e ; in  some ways he lped  by i t s  exam ple,
in  o th e r  ways h in d e re d . Throughou t t h i s  essay i t  has 
been necessary to  engage in  a ru n n in g  f i g h t  w ith  what 
may be c a lle d  a p o s i t i v i s t i c  c o n c e p tio n , o r ra th e r  
m is c o n c e p tio n , o f  h is t o r y ,  as th e  s tu d y  o f  su cce ss ive  
even ts  in  a dead p a s t,  e ven ts  to  be unde rs tood  as th e  
s c ie n t i s t  unde rs tands  e v e n ts , by c la s s i f y in g  them and 
e s ta b lis h in g  r e la t io n s  between th e  c la s s e s  th u s  
d e f in e d . T h is  m isco n ce p tio n  i s  n o t o n ly  an endemic
e r r o r  in  modern p h i lo s o p h ic a l th o u g h t about h is t o r y ,  
i t  i s  a lso, a c o n s ta n t p e r i l  to  h i s t o r i c a l  th o u g h t '
i t s e l f .  So f a r  as h is to r ia n s  y ie ld  to  i t ,  th e y  
n e g le c t t h e i r  p ro p e r ta s k  o f  p e n e tra t in g  to  th e  
th o u g h t o f  th e  agen ts whose a c ts  th e y  a re  s tu d y in g ,  
and c o n te n t them se lves w ith  d e te rm in in g  th e  e x te rn a ls  
o f  th e se  a c ts ,  th e  k in d  o f  th in g s  about them which 
can be s tu d ie d  s ta t i - s t - ic a l ly .  S t a t i s t i c a l  re se a rch  
i s  f o r  th e  h is to r ia n  a good s e rv a n t b u t a bad m a s te r.
I t  p r o f i t s  him n o th in g  to  make s t a t i s t i c a l  
g e n e r a l is a t io n s , . u n le ss  he can th e re b y  d e te c t th e  
th o u g h ts  beh ind  th e  fa c ts  about w hich he i s  g e n e ra l is in g ,
(p . 2 2 8 ) .
The same c r i t i c i s m  co u ld  be le v e l le d  a t  th e  ( je te rm ih is t )  s c ie n ce  o f  
b e h a v io u ra l a n a ly s is  w h ich , l i k e  h is t o r y ,  i s  a younger s is t e r  o f  n a tu ra l 
s c ie n c e ," th e  s tu d y  o f  su cce ss ive  even ts  ly in g  in  a dead p a s t " ,  and w h ich  
a ls o  i s  p lagued by an excess o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  g e n e ra l is a t io n s ,  so th a t  
b e h a v io u ra l p s y c h o lo g is ts  a re  p re ven ted  from  a t te n d in g  to  " t h e i r  
p ro p e r ta s k  o f  p e n e tra t in g  to  th e  th o u g h t o f  th e  agen ts  whose a c ts  th e y  
a re  s tu d y in g " .
c f .  P o p p e r's  ( i9 6 0 )  argum ent th a t  " h is t o r y  i s  c h a ra c te r is e d  by 
i t s  in t e r e s t  in  a c tu a l,  s in g u la r ,  o r  s p e c i f ic  e v e n ts , r a th e r  
than  in  law s o r g e n e ra l is a t io n s " :
The s i t u a t io n  i s  s im p ly  t h i s  : w h ile  th e  t h e o r e t ic a l  
sc ie n ces  a re  m a in ly  in te r e s te d  i n  f in d in g  and te s t in g  
u n iv e rs a l la w s , th e  h is t o r i c a l  sc ie n ce s  ta ke  a l l  
k in d s  o f  n a tu ra l law s f o r  g ra n te d  and a re  m a in ly  
in te r e s te d  in  f in d in g  and t e s t in g  s in g u la r  s ta te m e n ts .
I t  i s  o n ly  in  h is to r y  th a t  we are  r e a l l y  in te r e s te d  in  
th e  ca usa l e x p la n a tio n  o f  a s in g u la r  e v e n t . . .  In s o fa r  
as we a re  concerned w ith  th e  h is t o r i c a l  e x p la n a tio n  o f  
t y p ic a l  even ts  th e y . must n e c e s s a r ily  be t re a te d  as 
t y p ic a l ,  as b e lo n g in g  to  k in d s  o r c la s s e s  o f  e v e n ts .
For o n ly  then  i s  th e  d e d u c tiv e  method o f  causa l 
e x p la n a tio n  a p p lic a b le .  H is to r y ,  how ever, i s  in te r e s te d  
n o t o n ly  in  th e  e x p la n a tio n  o f  s p e c i f ic  e ven ts  b u t a ls o  ; 
in  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  a s p e c i f ic ,  even t as such. One o f  
i t s  im p o rta n t ta s k s  i s  u nd o ub ted ly  to  d e s c r ib e  happen ings 
in  t h e i r  p e c u l ia r i t y  o r un iqueness ; th a t  i s  to  say , to  
in c lu d e  a spe c ts  which i t  does n o t a t te m p t- to  e x p la in  
c a u s a lly ,  such as th e  'a c c id e n ta l '  concu rrence  o f  
c a u s a lly  u n re la te d  e v e n ts . These two ta s k s  o f  h is t o r y ,  
th e  d ise n ta n g le m e n t o f ca usa l th re a d s  and th e  d e s c r ip t io n  
o f  th e  'a c c id e n ta l '  manner in  w hich the se  th re a d s  a re  
in te rw o v e n , a re  bo th  necessa ry , and th e y  supplem ent each 
o th e r ;  a t  one tim e  an e ve n t may be co n s id e re d  as t y p i c a l ,  
i . e .  from  th e  s ta n d p o in t o f  i t s  ca u sa l e x p la n a tio n ,  and
Gan, th e n , psycho logy  re g a in  i t s  freedom  ( to  s tu d y  th e  f r e e - w i l l  o f  
man) by re tu r n in g  to  th e  c o n c re te , h i s t o r i c a l  form  o f  p o s in g  i t s  q u e s tio n s  
Arid what o th e r  e f fe c ts  would a d o p tin g  an h i s t o r i c a l  approach have? O r, 
as B a n n is te r  (1975) asks : " i f  we were to  use b io g ra p h ie s  and a u to ­
b io g ra p h ie s  as a fo cu s  o f  s tu d y , a source  o f  m a te r ia l and b a s is  f o r  
argum ent in  p sych o lo g y , what e f f e c t  would i t  have on ou r th in k in g  as 
p s y c h o lo g is ts ? "
In  answer to  t h i s  q u e s t io n , B a n n is te r  sugges ts  th a t  we sh ou ld  
p ro b a b ly  become more s e n s i t iv e  to  th e  fo l lo w in g  f i v e  is s u e s : ( i )  " th e  
s h i f t s  o f  a person ove r t im e  and w ith in .c irc u m s ta n c e s  -  th e  whole man" 
in  h is  com pleted l i f e t im e  t r a je c t o r y ;  ( i i )  " th e  s ig n i f ic a n c e .o f  th e  
d if fe re n c e s  in  th e  c o n te x ts  w i th in  which peop le  l i v e " ;  ( i i i )  " th e  
q u e s tio n  what u n d e r l ie s  ou r p e r s o n a l / s c ie n t i f ic  ch o ice  o f  fo c u s " ,  
and " th e  whole is s u e  o f  w hether fo rm a l psycho logy  can be o r ought to  
be im p e rso n a l w h ile  i t  i s  r i g h t l y  s t r u g g l in g  to  be p u b l ic " ; ( i v )  "the  
q u e s tio n  o f  why peop le  make c h o ic e s " ,  " th e  n a tu re  o f  m a jo r c h o ic e s " ,  
and " th e  is s u e  o f  c o n s is te n c y  o f ch o ice  th ro u g h o u t a p e rs o n 's  l i f e " ;
(v )  " th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l ' s i t u a t io n  w he re in  one person  
i s  a lways eeen th ro u g h  th e  eyes o f a n o th e r" .
( i )  r e fe r s  to  th e  h o lism -co m p a rtm e n ta lism  is s u e , re m in d in g  us th a t  
n o n - h is to r ic a l  psycho logy  co m p a rtm en ta lises  p e o p le , n o t o n ly  s p a t ia l l y  
as i t  w ere, by d iv id in g  them in to  'c o g n i t io n ' ,  'p e r c e p t io n ',
'm o t iv a t io n ' ,  e t c . ,  b u t a ls o  te m p o ra lly ,  in  th e  few m in u tes  o r hou rs  
o f  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  la b o ra to ry  e xp e rim e n t, ( i i i )  i s  th e  q u e s tio n
w hether p s y c h o lo g is ts  qua p s y c h o lo g is ts  shou ld  be persons o r in d iv id u a ls ,  
and w hether th e re  can be a s tu d y  o f  human p e r s o n a li ty  w hich i s  bo th  
p e rs o n a l and o b je c t iv e .  ( v ) rem inds us th a t  "we cannot r e ly  on ■
‘ o b je c t iv i t y *  as opposed to  ’ s u b je c t iv i t y *  o r on a r i g id  s e p a ra tio n  
o f  's u b je c t *  and 'o b je c t ' ;  we must le a rn  to  examine th e  'b e tw e e n '"  
(G louberm an, 1 97 3 ). And ( i v )  b r in g s  us up s q u a re ly  a g a in s t th e  is s u e  
o f  w hether we have freedom  o f  c h o ic e .
Thus an h is t o r ic - b io g r a p h ic a l  approach may b r in g  us to  a re c o g n it io n  
bo th  o f  ou r a c tu a l freedom  ( in  th a t  we can choose 'to  be ' in  s p i te  o f  
a p p a re n t ly  s tro n g e r  p re ssu re  'n o t  to  b e *) and o f  ou r r e la t i v e  bondage 
( in  th a t  we a re  sometimes p u lle d  a g a in s t ou r w i l l  in t o  n o n -b e in g ) .  But 
th e  q u e s tio n  i s :  can i t  a ls o  re p re s e n t how th e y  in t e r a c t  in  th e  in n e r  
recesses  o f - th e  p e rs o n a lity ?  Or can th a t  r e la t io n s h ip  be re p re s e n te d  
o n ly  as , say , Shakespeare has re p re se n te d  i t  in  h is  ' t o  be o r n o t to  be ' 
s o li lo q u y ?
C ons ide r ( to  r e v e r t  to  a p re v io u s  exam ple) how Shakespeare began
to  answer th e  q u e s t io n : 'W hat d id  B ru tu s  th in k , ,  which made him d e c id e
to  s tab  C a e s a r? ':
S ince  C assius f i r s t  d id  whet me a g a in s t C aesar,
I  have n o t s le p t .
Between th e  a c t in g  o f  a d re a d fu l th in g  
And th e  - f i r s t  m o tio n , a l l  th e  in te r im  is  
L ik e  as a phantasma or. a h ideous  dream.
The G enius and th e  m o rta l in s tru m e n ts  
Are then  in  c o u n c i l ;  and th e  s ta te  o f  man,
L ik e  to  a l i t t l e  kingdom , s u f fe r s  then  
The n a tu re  o f an in s u r r e c t io n .
J u l iu s  C aesar, I I ,  1 , 61.
' I t ' s  m a g n if ic e n t ', ,  says th e  s c i e n t i f i c  p s y c h o lo g is t .  'B u t i s  i t  
s c ie n c e ? ' 'O f course  n o t ' ,  says h is  shadow. 'B u t can s c ie n c e  do any 
b e t te r ? '
C e r ta in ly ,  no amount o f  h i s t o r i c a l  g e n e ra l is a t io n  co n ce rn in g  th e  
b e h a v io u r o f  d ic t a t o r s '  b e s t f r ie n d s ,  o r p e r s o n a l i ty  q u e s t io n n a ire  da ta  
about in d iv id u a ls  o f  (s a y ) h ig h  ego s t re n g th ,  low  e x tra v e rs io n  and h ig h  
c o n s c ie n tio u s n e s s , can do more than  p re pa re  th e  ground f o r  th e  a c t o f  
c re a t iv e  h is to r ic o - d r a m a t ic  im a g in a t io n  which w i l l  ta ke  us in t o  th e  
mind o f  B ru tu s . Nor can we bypass h is  mind i f  we w ish to  p r e d ic t  h is  
fu tu r e  b e h a v io u r; f o r ,  man be ing  f r e e ,  th e  knowledge o f  w ha t, and how 
s tro n g , a re  th e  v a r io u s  m o tive s  im p e ll in g  him i s  n o t e q u iv a le n t  to  th e  
knowledge o f  which o f  them he w i l l  choose. T h e re fo re  th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  
p r e d ic t in g  the. a c t io n s  o f h is  s u b je c ts  i s  l i k e  th e  d ra m a tis t  w r i t in g  
th e  s c r ip t s  o f  h is  c h a ra c te rs . They bo th  resem ble th e  w itc h e s  in  
Macbeth in  t r y in g  to
lo o k  in t o  th e  seeds o f  t im e ,
And say which g ra in  w i l l  grow and w hich w i l l  n o t .  ( I ,  3 , 58)
And in  th e  perfo rm ance  o f  t h i s  ta s k  th e y  must both  make use o f  a sense
o f p o e t ic  t r u t h ,  a lw ays remembering th a t  i t  i s  th e  d r a m a t is t 's ,  no
le s s  than  th e  p s y c h o lo g is t 's ,  ta s k  to  d e s c r ib e , in  th e  words o f
A r is t o t le  in  th e  P o e t ic s , " th e  k in d s  o f  th in g  th a t  m igh t happen, t h a t  i s ,
th a t  co u ld  happen because th e y  a re , in  th e  c irc u m s ta n c e s , e i t h e r  p ro b a b le
o r n e c e s s a ry ".
Id io q ra p h y -N o m o th e tic is m
'Id io g ra p h y *  means th e  d raw ing  ( 'g r a p h o s ')  o f  th a t  w h ich  i s  p e rs o n a l 
( ' i d i o s ' ) ;  and th e  id io g r a p h ic —approach to  psycho logy  in v o lv e s  th e  use o f  
q u a s i - a r t i s t i c ,  'p r o je c t i v e '  te c h n iq u e s  -  th e  Rorschach in k b lo t  t e s t ,  f o r  
example -  in  th e  d raw ing  o f  human un iqueness and id io s y n c ra c y .  
'N o m o th e t ic is m ', on th e  o th e r  hand, means th e  p la c in g  ( ' t h e s i s ' )  o f  
th a t  w hich i s  la w fu l ( 'n o m ic o s ') ;  and th e  n o m o th e tic  approach to  
psycho logy  in v o lv e s  th e -u s e  o f  s c i e n t i f i c ,  s t a t i s t i c a l  te c h n iq u e s  in  
the.I p lo t t in g  o f  each m an's p la c e  on c e r ta in  u n iv e rs a l d im ens ions  o f  
b e h a v io u r w hich have a b a s is  in  n a tu ra l law  -  as e x t r a v e r s io n - in t r o v e r s io n ,  
f o r  exam ple, has a b a s is  in  th e  law s o f  c la s s ic a l  c o n d it io n in g .  Thus 
id io g ra p h y  would seem to  be a sc ie n ce  o f  p e rson s , and n o m o th e tic ism  -  
o f  in d iv id u a ls .
However, i t  i s  n o t q u ite  as s im p le  as t h a t .  Fo r th e  id io g ra p h e rs ,  
to o ,  use c la s s i f ic a t io n s ;  and a lth o u g h  th e y  c la im  to  re p re s e n t human 
un iqueness and id io s y n c ra c y ,  th e y  do n o t ( u s u a l ly )  do t h a t  in  th e  o n ly  
way th a t  i t  can be done -  th ro u g h  th e  c re a t io n  o f  works o f  a r t .
T h e re fo re , i f  we t r u l y  d e s ire  to  go 'to w a rd s  ah id io g r a p h ic  p s y c h o lo g y ' 
(Bones, 1 97 1 ), we must be more r a d ic a l  bo th  in  ou r c h o ice  o f 
p h i lo s o p h ic a l p re s u p p o s it io n s  and in  ou r m ethodo logy.
The b a s ic  p re s u p p o s it io n  must be, n o t s im p ly  th a t  a person  i s  l i k e  
a work o f  a r t ,  b u t th a t  he is_ a- work o f  a r t .  T h is  i s ,  o f  co u rs e , th e  
te a c h in g  o f  C h r is t ia n  a n th ro p o lo g y , which sees men as th e  c h e f-d 'o e u v re
o f  th a t  M aste r C ra ftsm an who s a id :  "L e t  us make man in  o u r im age, ' 
a f t e r  ou r l ik e n e s s "  (G enesis  1 :2 6 ) .  But th e  lik e n e s s  has been d is to r te d  
by s in ,  and i t  i s  th e  aim o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  l i f e  to  re s to re  man to  h is  ' 
o r ig in a l  b e a u ty , " le a v in g  as i t —were th e  R oya l Image and r e s to r in g  i t s  
a n c ie n t fo rm " (S t .  B a s i l  th e  G rea t On th e  H o ly  S p i r i t ) .  And th e  c o n te n t 
o f  th e  image i s  th e  v ir tu o u s  s ta te  o f  th e  s o u l.  For ju s t  as " p a in te r s  
t r a n s fe r  human form s to  t h e i r  p ic tu r e s  by means o f  c e r ta in  c o lo u rs ,  
la y in g  on t h e i r  copy th e  p ro p e r and c o rre sp o n d in g  t i n t s ,  so th a t  th e  
beauty  o f  th e  o r ig in a l  may be a c c u ra te ly  t r a n s fe r re d  to  th e  l ik e n e s s ,  
s o . . .  ou r Maker a ls o ,  p a in t in g  th e  p o r t r a i t  to  resem ble  H is  own b e a u ty , 
by th e  a d d it io n  o f  v i r t u e s ,  as i t  were w ith  c o lo u rs  shows in  us H is  own 
s o v e re ig n ty " ,  (S t .  G regory o f  Nyssa, On th e  Making o f Man, 5 ) .
Thus p ra y e r ,  as C o ll ia n d e r  (1961) says:
i s  th e  sc ie n ce  o f  sc ie n ce s  and th e  a r t  o f  a r t s .  The 
a r t i s t  works in  c la y  o r c o lo u rs ,  in  word o r to n e s , , 
a c c o rd in g  to  h is  a b i l i t y  he g iv e s  them pregnancy and 
. b e a u ty . The w o rk in g  m a te r ia l o f  th e  p ra y in g  person 
i s  l i v i n g  h um a n ity . By h is  p ra y e r he shapes i t ,  
g iv e s . i t  pregnancy and b e a u ty : f i r s t  h im s e lf  and 
th e re b y  many o th e rs .  (p .  73)
Nor i s  i t  o n ly  in  C h r is t ia n  th o u g h t th a t  we f in d  th e  n o t io n  o f  th e
s e l f  as a work o f  a r t .  In  Renaissance-humanism,. -  C a s t ig l io n e 1s
The C o u r t ie r , f o r  example -  i t  i s  a ls o  p re s e n t,  a lth o u g h  th e  maker o f
image i s  now man, n o t God, and th e  a rch e typ e  i s  a ls o n o  lo n g e r  D iv in e .
Thus Mazzeo (1 9 6 5 ):
The aim o f  e d u c a tio n  (a c c o rd in g  to  C a s t ig l io n e )  i s  to  
deve lop  ou r consc iou sn ess , to  make us aware o f  a w ide 
range o f  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  human p o s s ib i l i t i e s  and 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  and to  u n i fy  th o u g h t and a c t io n ,  le a rn in g  
a n d . fe e l in g ,  by im pos ing  on them, as i t  Were, a common
s t y le . T h is  rem ains a un ique  human p o s s ib i l i t y  because ' 
o n ly  in  man a re  c o n t ra d ic to r y  im p u lse s  and d is p a ra te ,  . 
fragm en ted  e xp e rie n ce s  b ro u g h t to g e th e r  in  a s in g le  
co n sc iou sn ess , o n ly  man can impose those  r e la t io n s ,  
rhy thm s, a c c e n ts , and sym m etries on e xp e rie n ce  th a t  a re  
th e  essence o f  s t y le  i t s e l f .  As men may tu r n  th e  
c o n te n ts  o f  consc iousness in t o  works o f  a r t ,  so may 
th e y  m a n ip u la te  and form  them se lves in to  works o f  a r t *
(p . 150)
In  th e  e ig h te e n th  and n in e te e n th  c e n tu r ie s ,  th e  c la s s ic a l  n o t io n
o f  an imposed s t y le  gave way to  th e  ro m a n tic  n o t io n  o f  spontaneous
g e n e ra tio n , as B a lz a c 's  s a y in g  (quo ted  in  Cohen, 1958) i l l u s t r a t e s :
I  have a b ra in  w o rk in g  in  two com partm ents. In  th e  
f i r s t  i s  th e  book I  am w r i t i n g .  In  th e  second, 
b e h in d , i s  a n o th e r w hich i s  w r i t in g  i t s e l f .
. The wheel would appear to  have - come f u l l  c i r c l e  back to  C h r is t ia n ,  
modes o f  th o u g h t in  th e  tw e n t ie th - c e n tu ry  Bungian id e n t i f i c a t io n  o f  
th e  s e lf -a rc h e ty p e  w ith  th e  image o f  God in  man -  excep t t h a t ,  as 
Moreno (1974) p o in ts  o u t ,  "when Bung i s  speak ing  o f  God he u s u a lly  means 
a p s y c h o lo g ic a l im age, n o t God as su ch ".
Most r e c e n t ly ,  Hudson (1976) has in d ic a te d  th e  range o f  th e  concep t
o f  a r t ,  " fro m  a r t  as an o b je c t - o n - a - w a l l . . .  some e n t i t y  w rough t ' o u t
t h e r e ' ,  to  th e  in d iv id u a l 's  l i f e  as th e  o b je c t  o f  h is  own a e s th e t ic
a m b itio n s  and s k i l l s " .  Not th a t  th e  m o tive s  f o r  o n e 's  s e l f - a r t i s t r y  .
a re  a lw ays a e s th e t ic  -
A woman may d ress  to  e x c ite ,  a man to  pass m u s te r.
But f o r  many p e o p le , th e  c re a t io n  o f  a l i f e s t y l e  -  
th e  c a r ,  th e  s p o u s e ,- th e  house, th e  c lo th e s  -  s p r in g s  
from  an im pu lse  th a t  e x is ts  in  i t s  own r i g h t ,  and 
cannot h e lp f u l ly  be e x p la in e d  away in  te rm s o f  o th e r  
im p luses  : g reed , sn ob b e ry , . concup iscence , (p . 319)
P r ic e  (1968) has p o in te d  o u t th a t  “ th e re  i s  c o n s id e ra b le  a r t i s t r y  
in h e re n t  in  ou r norm al b e h a v io u r” , and th a t  “ th e  in t e n s i f i c a t io n  and 
d i r e c t io n  i t  g a in s  in  a work o f  a r t  does n o t o b l i t e r a t e  th e  c o n t in u i t y  • 
o f  a r t  and l i f e ” . And th e  spectrum  can be extended to  in c lu d e  abnorm al 
l i f e  and b e h a v io u r. Thus O tto  Rank b e lie v e d  " t h a t  n e u ro s is  shou ld  be 
regarded  n o t as an i l l n e s s  b u t as "a  f a i le d  work o f  a r t ' " ,  and " t h a t  
men and women who were e m o tio n a lly  d is a b le d  shou ld  be t r e a te d  n o t as 
ca n d id a te s  f o r  p s y c h ic  s u rg e ry , i n  w hich fe s te r in g  c o n f l i c t s  a re  l i f t e d  
c le a r  and th e  h e a lth y  mind i s  l e f t  in t a c t ,  b u t as ’ f a i le d  a r t i s t s ' ”  
(Hudson, 1 976 ).
Thus th e  s e l f - a s - a r t  c o n ce p t, th e  o n ly  f i r m  base on w h ich  to  b u i ld  
a t r u l y  id io g r a p h ic  p sych o lo g y , has a lo n g  h is to r y  which is  by no means 
f in is h e d  y e t ,  a lth o u g h  purged how o f  i t s  th e o lo g ic a l c o n te n t.  T h is  
purge was a c c e le ra te d ,  a t th e  b e g in n in g  o f  t h i s  c e n tu ry , by F reud , 
and has been tu rn e d  in to  som eth ing o f  an ic o n o c la s t  fu r y  tow ards  i t s  
end by S k in n e r. I r o n i c a l l y ,  n e ith e r  o f  these  th e o r is t s  has been 
in s e n s i t iv e  to  a r t  o r u n in f lu e n c e d  by i t s  power.
P s y c h o lo g ic a l iconoc lasm  : Freud and S k in n e r
As we have a lre a d y  no ted  in  c h a p te rs  1 and 4, th e re  i s  a
c o n s id e ra b le  e lem ent o f  drama in  F re u d ’ s w ork. He h im s e lf  a lw ays
acknowledged h is  deb t to  th e  Greek tra g e d ia n s ,  Goethe and Shakespeare
he in c lu d e d  l i t e r a r y  h is to r y  and l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  among the
d is c ip l in e s  to  be s tu d ie d  in  th e  id e a l  F a c u lty  o f  P sych o a n a lys is
(E lle n b e rg e r ,  1 972 ); and, as appears a lre a d y  in  h is  e a r ly  (1893)
o b itu a ry  on C h a rco t, he saw th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between " th e  p o e t 's  eye"
and th e  g i f t  o f  c l i n i c a l  d ia g n o s is . M oreover, he saw th e  p o e t ’ s
fu n c t io n  o f  g iv in g  "a  lo c a l  h a b ita t io n  and a name" to  th e  unexpressed
d e s ire  as be ing  a t  th e  ro o t  o f  th e  d is t in c t io n  between t lm  co nsc iou s
and th e  unco n sc io us :
What we have p e rm is s ib ly  c a l le d  th e  consc ious  
p re s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  o b je c t  can now be s p l i t  up in to  
th e  p re s e n ta t io n  of. th e  word and th e  p re s e n ta t io n  
o f  th e  t h in g . . .  We now seem to  know a l l  a t  once 
what th e  d i f fe re n c e  i s  between a consc ious  and an 
unconsc ious p re s e n ta t io n .  The two a re  n o t ,  as we 
supposed, d i f f e r e n t  r e g is t r a t io n s  o f  th e  same 
c o n te n t in  d i f f e r e n t  p s y c h ic a l l o c a l i t i e s ,  no r y e t 
d i f f e r e n t  fu n c t io n a l  s ta te s  o f  c a th e x is  in  th e  same 
l o c a l i t y ;  b u t th e  consc ious  p re s e n ta t io n  com prises 
th e  p re s e n ta t io n  o f th e  th in g  p lu s  th e  re p re s e n ta t io n  
o f  th e  word b e lo n g in g  to  i t ,  w h ile  th e  unconsc ious 
p re s e n ta t io n  i s  th e  p re s e n ta t io n  o f , t h e  th in g  a lo n e . . .
Now, to o ,  we a re  in  a p o s i t io n  to  s ta te  p re c is e ly  
what i t  i s  th a t  re p re s s io n  den ie s  to  th e  re je c te d  
p r e s e n ta t io n 'in  th e  tra n s fe re n c e  neuroses : what i t  
d en ies  to  th e  p re s e n ta t io n  i s  t r a n s la t io n  in to  words 
which s h a l l  rem ain a tta c h e d  to  th e  o b je c t .  A 
p re s e n ta t io n  which i s  n o t p u t in to  w ords, o r a 
p s y c h ic a l a c t which is  n o t h y p e rc a th e c te d , rem ains 
th e r e a f te r  in  th e  tics  in  a s ta te  o f  re p re s s io n .
(1915 , pp. 201-2 )
Dreams, a c c o rd in g  to  F reud , a re  a k in d  o f  language f o r  re p re ssed  
p re s e n ta t io n s :  we a re  to  read them as we read a poem, t r e a t in g  th e
te c h n iq u e s  o f  "dream w ork" — d is p la c e m e n t, condensa tion ., s y m b o lis a t io n ,  
d ra m a tis a t io n ,  e tc .  -  as a c r i t i c  m ig h t t r e a t  th e  d e v ice s  o f  p o e try .
Indeed , th e  French p syc h o a n a ly s t Jacques Lacan (1956, t r a n s la te d  in  
W ild e n , 1968) says o f  th e - " r h e t o r i c "  o f  d ream ing : " E l l i p s i s  and 
pleonasm , hype rba ton  o r s y l le p s is ,  re g re s s io n ,  r e p e t i t io n ,  a p p o s it io n  -  
the se  a re  th e  s y n ta c t ic a l  d is p la c e m e n ts ; m etaphor, c a ta c h re s is ,  
au tonom asis , a l le g o r y ,  metonymy, and synecdoche -  the se  a re  th e  sem an tic  
co ndensa tions  in  w hich Freud teaches us to  read th e  in te n t io n s  -  
o s te n ta t io u s  o r d e m o n s tra tiv e , d is s im u la t in g  o r p e rs u a s iv e , r e t a l ia t o r y  
o r s e d u c tiv e  -  o u t o f which th e  s u b je c t  m odu la tes h is  d is c o u rs e " .  And 
th e  c r i t i c  L io n e l T r i l l i n g  (1947) id e n t i f ie d  as F re u d ’ s g re a te s t  
achievem ent h is  d is c o v e ry  th a t  "p o e try  i s  in d ig e n o u s  to  th e  ve ry  
c o n s t i t u t io n  o f  th e  m in d ", w hich i s  " i n  th e  g re a te r  p a r t  o f  i t s  tendency 
e x a c t ly  a p o e try -m a k in g  o rg a n ", so th a t  p s y c h o a n a ly s is  i s ,  in  e f f e c t ,
"a  sc ie n ce  o f  t ro p e s ,  o f  m etaphor and i t s  v a r ia n ts ,  synecdoche and 
metonymy".
W ith  t h i s  a l l - p e r v a s iv e  in f lu e n c e  o f  d ra m a tic  and p o e t ic  c a te g o r ie s  
in  h is  w ork , i t  comes as a s u rp r is e  to  r e a l is e  th a t  Freud c o n s id e re d  
a r t  i t s e l f  to  be no more tha n  " s u b s t i t u te  g r a t i f i c a t i o n " .  I t  i s  as 
i f  th e  e x p lo re r  o f  th e  m ind ’ s c r e a t i v i t y ,  be ing  f r ig h te n e d  by h is  
d is c o v e ry ,  t r i e d  to  deny i t  by a s c r ib in g  i t s  o r ig in  to  th e  e s s e n t ia l ly  
u n c re a t iv e  fo rc e  o f  l i b id o .  But th e  e f f e c t  i s  to  underm ine th e  c r e d i b i l i t y  
o f  th e  whole in t e l le c t u a l  e n te rp r is e ;  f o r  i f  a r t ,  and th e  h ig h e r  m en ta l 
p rocesses g e n e ra l ly ,  a re  no more than  s u b lim a te d  l i b i d o ,  th e n  th e re  
i s  no reason to  suppose th a t  th e y  can ever come to . r e p re s e n t  o b je c t iv e  
r e a l i t y .
In  any case, th e  c r i t i c  L io n e l T r i l l i n g  (1947b) has shown th a t  
th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between a r t  and b io lo g ic a l  need and n e u ro s is  i s  n o t 
as s im p le  as Freud su g g e s ts :
The re fe re n c e  tc T th e  a r t i s t ’ s n e u ro s is  t e l l s  us 
som eth ing about th e  m a te r ia l on which th e  a r t i s t  
e x e rc is e s  h is  pow ers, and even som eth ing about h is  
reasons f o r  b r in g in g  h is  powers in to  p la y ,  b u t . i t  does 
n o t t e l l  us a n y th in g  about th e  source  o f  h is  pow er, i t  
makes no ca u sa l co n n e c tio n  between them and n e u ro s is .
And i f  we lo o k  in t o  th e  m a tte r ,  we see th a t  th e re  is  
in  f a c t  no ca u sa l c o n n e c tio n  between them . F o r, s t i l l  
g ra n t in g  th a t  th e  poe t i s  u n iq u e ly  n e u r o t ic ,  what 
indeed  suggests  n o th in g  b u t h e a lth ,  i s  h is  power o f  
u s in g  h is  n e u ro t ic is m . He shapes h is  fa n ta s ie s ,  he 
g iv e s  them s o c ia l  form  and r e fe r e n c e . . .
N o th ing  i s  so c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  th e  a r t i s t  as 
h is  power o f  shap ing  h is  w ork , o f  s u b ju g a tin g  h is  raw . 
m a te r ia l ,  however a b b rra n t i t  be from  what we c a l l  
n o rm a lity ,  to  th e  c o n s is te n c y  o f  n a tu re . I t  would be 
im p o s s ib le  to  deny th a t  w hatever d ise ase  o r m u t i la t io n  
th e  a r t i s t  may s u f fe r  i s  an e lem ent o f  h is  p ro d u c t io n  
which has i t s  e f f e c t  on every  p a r t  o f  i t ,  b u t d ise ase  
and m u t i la t io n  a re  a v a i la b le  to  us a l l  -  l i f e  p ro v id e s  
them w ith  p ro d ig a l g e n e ro s ity ,. What marks th e  a r t i s t  
i s  h is  power to  shape th e  m a te r ia l o f  p a in  we a l l  
h a v e .. .
But th e  a r t i s t  i s  indeed  Unique in  one re s p e c t,  
in  th e  re s p e c t o f  h is  r e la t io n  to  h is  n e u ro s is .  He is  
what he i s  by v i r t u e  o f  h is  s u c c e s s fu l o b je c t i f i c a t io n  
o f  h is  n e u ro s is ,  by h is  shap ing  i t  and making i t  
a v a i la b le  to  o th e rs  in  a way w hich has i t s  e f f e c t  upon 
t h e i r  own egos i n  s t r u g g le .  H is  g e n iu s , th a t  i s ,  may 
be d e fin e d  in  te rm s o f  h is  f a c u l t ie s  o f  p e rc e p t io n ,  
re p re s e n ta t io n ,  and r e a l is a t io n ,  and in  the se  te rm s 
a lo n e . I t  can no more be d e fin e d  in  te rm  o f  n e u ro s is  
than  can h is  power o f w a lk in g  and t a lk in g ,  o r  h is  
s e x u a l i t y .  The use to  which he p u ts  h is  power, o r  the  
manner and s t y le  o f h is  pow er, may be d iscu ssed  w ith  
re fe re n c e  to  h is  p a r t i c u la r  n e u ro s is ,  and so may such 
m a tte rs  as th e  u n tim e ly  d im in u t io n  o r c e s s a tio n  o f  i t s  
e x e rc is e .  But i t s  essence i s  i r r e d u c ib le .  I t  i s ,  as 
we say, a g i f t .  (p p . 172, 173, 177)
But a g i f t  im p lie s  a g iv e r ;  and i f  t h a t  g iv e r  i s  n o t t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  
w ith  o u r b io lo g ic a l  o rgan ism , what -  o r who -  i s  i t ?  A byegone age would
have been ready enough w ith  th e  answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n  : God, Who 
by H is  b re a th in g  o f  a s o u l in t o  man’ s e a r th ly  c o n s t i t u t io n ,  gave him 
a freedom  and c r e a t i v i t y  in  th e  image o f  H is  own Freedom and C r e a t iv i t y .  
Today, we a re  a f r a id  o f  such freedom , and th e re  has even r is e n  from  
amongst us th e  a u th o r o f a book e n t i t le d  Beyond Freedom and D ig n ity  
(S k in n e r ,  1 97 3 ), in  which th e  se a t o f  ou r freedom , th e  s e l f ,  i s  reduced 
to  "a  r e p e r to ir e  o f  b e h a v io u r a p p ro p r ia te  to  a g ive n  s e t o f  c o n t in g e n c ie s ”
But w ha t, we may ask , was th e  s e t o f  c o n tin g e n c ie s  to  w h ich  th e  
Complete Works o f  Shakespeare was th e  a p p ro p r ia te  response? Or Beyond 
Freedom and D ig n ity  i t s e l f ?  A c tu a l ly ,  a p a r t i a l  answer to  t h i s  l a t t e r  
q u e s tio n  may be co n ta in e d  in  a sentence  from  S k in n e r ’ s (1976) a u to ­
b io g ra p h y : " I .  had a p p a re n tly  f a i le d  as a w r i t e r ,  b u t was i t  n o t p o s s ib le  
th a t  l i t e r a t u r e  had f a i le d  me as a method?”  Perhaps S k in n e r ’ s a t ta c k  
on c r e a t i v i t y  was e l i c i t e d  by f r u s t r a t io n  a t  h is  own e a r l i e r  f a i l u r e  to  
be c r e a t iv e .  In  any case, even i f  t h i s  i s  q u i te  u n tru e , i t  shows th a t  
th e  contem porary a t ta c k  on th e  freedom  and d ig n i t y  o f  man i s  c lo s e ly  
l in k e d  w ith  th e  a t ta c k  on a r t  as a mode o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l know ledge.
But even i f  i t  were t r u e ,  i t  would n o t go to  p rove  S k in n e r 's  th e o ry .  
For however s tro n g  th e  e n v iro n m e n ta l c o n tin g e n c ie s  p ro m p tin g  a w r i t e r  to  
w r i t e ,  th e  a c tu a l a c t o f  c re a t io n  cannot be e x p la in e d  by e n v iro n m e n ta l 
c o n t in g e n c ie s , any more tha n  th e  l i q u i d i t y  o f  w a te r , o r th e  gaseousness 
o f  steam , i s  e x p la in e d  by th e  p rocess o f  h e a tin g  ic e .  Thus i t  rem a ins 
t r u e  th a t  S k in n e r ’ s a t ta c k  on c r e a t i v i t y  i s  an e x e rc is e  o f  h is  c re a t iv e
f a c u l t y ,  a lb e i t  m isg u id ed . H is  a t ta c k  on freedom , s im i la r l y ,  i s  an 
e x e rc is e  o f  h is  own f r e e - w i l l .  But w hether i t  has d ig n i t y  i s  much 
more d e b a ta b le ; f o r  i t  i s - i n  danger o f  f u l f i l l i n g  th e  p s a lm is t ’ s w ords:, 
"man, be ing  in  honour, d id  n o t—u n d e rs ta n d ; he i s  compared to  th e  
m in d le ss  c a t t le ,  and i s  become l i k e  un to  them " (48 : 12, LXX).
The Living Icon
liJe a re  now in  a p o s i t io n  to  lo o k , a ga in  a t  th e  n o t io n  o f  man as 
th e  l i v i n g  ic o n ,  made in  th e  image and lik e n e s s  o f  God ( th e  Greek word 
f o r  ' l i k e n e s s ' i s  ' i k o n ' ) ,  and d e r iv in g  from  Him h is  freedom  and 
d ig n i t y .
A l l  th e  human c a p a c it ie s  we have examined in  t h i s  th e s is  so f a r ,  from  
th e  d e v is in g  o f  c o n s tru c ts  to  th e  a c t in g  o f  ro le s  to  th e  c re a t io n  o f  a r t ,  
w itn e s s , in s o fa r  as th e y  a re  f re e  and c r e a t iv e ,  to  th e  image o f  God in  
man, b e in g , in  t h e i r  p ro p e r e x e rc is e ,  l ik e n e s s e s  o f  H is  supreme 
O m niscience, Power and C r e a t iv i t y  (whereas to  t h e i r  im p ro p e r e x e rc is e  
th e  words o f  th e  p ro ph e t Is a ia h  a p ^ ly :  "My th o u g h ts  a re  n o t yo u r th o u g h ts , 
n e ith e r  a re  y o u r ways My ways, s a ith  th e  L o rd " (5 5 : 8)). M oreover, i t  i s  
n o t o n ly  oUr c a p a c it ie s  as s t a t i c  p o t e n t ia l i t i e s  th a t  a re  made in  th e  
D iv in e  im age. The d e s ire  to  a c t iv a te  the se  p o t e n t ia l i t i e s  in  t im e , 
and f u l f i l  them in  e te r n i t y ,  i s  a ls o  bo th  G od-g iven  and G o d - l ik e .
Hamlet saw t h i s ,  even w h ile  e x p re s s in g  h is  d is g u s t  a t  m an 's b e a s t­
l i k e  image:
What a p ie ce  o f  work i s  a man! How nob le  in  re a son !
How i n f i n i t e  in  f a c u l t ie s !  in  form  and m oving, how 
express and a d m ira b le ! in  a c t io n ,  how l i k e  an a n g e l! 
in  app re h en s io n , how l i k e  a god! th e  beauty  o f  th e  
w o r ld !  th e  paragon o f  a n im a ls ! And y e t ,  to  me, what 
i s  t h i s  q u in te ssen ce  o f  d us t?  Man d e l ig h ts  n o t m e .. .
Man's g o d - l ik e  apprehens ion  was expressed in  i t s  dynam ic a spe c t by th e
most re c e n t s a in t  o f  th e  Greek C hurch, IM ektarios o f  P e n ta p o lis  (1901 ,
in  C avarnos, ,1967):
Man i s  born  a lo v e r  o f  know ledge, a lo v e r  o f  k n o w in g .. .  '
I t  i s  a s tra n g e  d e s ire .  Whence was i t  born in  him?
I t  i s  q u i te  im p o s s ib le  to  e x p la in  i t  w ith o u t a d m it t in g  
a r a t io n a l  power in  man, c o n jo in e d  w ith  s p i r i t u a l  powers 
and im p e ll in g  man to  pursue know ledge. The. in c l in a t io n  
to  know i s  a demand o f  a r a t io n a l  s o u l,  w hich d e l ig h ts  
n o t in  an abundance rrf~ e n jo ym en ts , b u t in .  f in d in g  th e  
reason f o r  t h i s  c re a t io n  o f  each c re a tu re  and th e  
d is c o v e ry  o f  th e  law s o f  t h e i r  p re s e rv a t io n .  .The s o u l 
seeks th e  wisdom o f  th e  C re a to r in  th e  c re a t io n .  I t  
seeks to  a c q u a in t i t s e l f  w ith ,  and e n te r  in t o ,  th e  
dep ths o f  th e  C re a t iv e  S p i r i t .  I t  seeks to  know a l l  
th in g s  and to  encompass them in  th e  m ind. I t  seeks to  
re n d e r i t s e l f  l i k e  God.
A ga in , Hamlet saw th e  d i r e c t io n  th a t  p s y c h o lo g ic a l icon oc la sm  would take :
Ulhat i s  a man,
I f  h is. c h ie f  good and m arke t o f  h is  tim e  
Be b u t to  s le e p  and feed? .A b e a s t, no more!
And, ove r th re e  hundred yea rs  l a t e r ,  th e  sch o o ls  o f  F re u d , P av lov  and
Watson had made th e  b e s t ia l  co n c e p tio n  o f  man a commonplace. Only
C h r is t ia n  w r i te r s  l i k e  S t.  H e k ta r io s  p o in te d  to  m an's c o g n it iv e  n a tu re
as g iv in g  th e  l i e  to  t h i s  c o n c e p tio n :
In  which sp e c ie s  o f an im a l i s  such a phenomenon observed?
What an im a l abandoned th e  th in g s  o f  sense and tu rn e d  to  
th e  search o f  th in g s  th a t  a re  above sense? Which epoch, 
th ro u g h o u t th e  c e n tu r ie s  p o in te d  to  even a s in g le  such 
example? How, th e n , h av ing  such te s t im o n ie s  o f  m an's 
s u p e rs e n s ib le  d e l ig h t  do we n o t r i s e •to  th a t  s p i r i t u a l  
w o r ld ,  in  o rd e r to  f in d  th e re  m an's t r u e  c h a ra c te r?
M oreover, s in c e  th e  lo v e  o f  t r u t h  i s  as unquenchable as i t s  o b je c t
i s  in d e s t r u c t ib le ,  i t  p o in ts  to  e te r n i t y  as be ing  a n o th e r a t t r ib u t e  o f
th e  D iv in e  im age. "F o r God c re a te d  man to  be im m o r ta l,  and made h im .to
be an image o f  H is  won e te r n i t y "  ( Wisdom o f Solomon 2 :2 4 ) .  And, as
S t.  N e k ta r io s  says:
is  i t  p o s s ib le  f o r  s p i r i t ,  which has re c e iv e d  such 
lo n g in g s ,  which th u s  r is e s  up tow ards God, w hich seeks 
him in  a l l  th in g s ,  which i s  p e r fe c te d  by i t s  know ledge 
. . o f  Him, to  be a p a r t  o f  m a tte r  and to  re tu r n  to  i t  a t
death?  No! a m yriad  tim e s  no! The acceptance  o f 
such an id e a  i s  an in s u l t  to  t r u t h ,  i s  an in s u l t  to  
s p i r i t .  No, th e  s p i r i t  i s  n o t m a tte r ,  i s  n o t a 
s e c re t io n  o f  th e  b ra in ,  b u t i s  a s p e c ia l c re a tu re  o f  
God, made to  image th e  C re a to r on e a r th  and to  l i v e  
e te r n a l ly  in  th e  w o rld  o f  s p i r i t s .
T h is  i s  n o t to  say th a t  th e  body w i l l  have no p a r t  in  m an's 
im m o r ta l i ty  -  i t  w i l l ,  th ro u g h  th e  re s u r re c t io n  from  th e  dead. But 
s in c e ,  as Solomon says , " th e  c o r r u p t ib le  body p re sse th  down th e  s o u l,  
and th e  e a r ly  ta b e rn a c le  w e ig h te th  down th e  mind th e  museth upon many 
th in g s "  ( Wisdom 9 :1 5 ) ,  i t  i s  necessary f o r  th e  s o u l f i r s t  to  m aster 
th e  body, by s t r i v in g  f o r  th a t  which i s  im m a te r ia l.  O nly then  w i l l  
th e  body be in  harmony w ith  th e  s o u l,  so th a t  bo th  to g e th e r  can image 
f o r t h  th e  Beauty o f  th e  H o ly  S p i r i t .
T h is  th e o ry  o f  human n a tu re  i s  expressed -  one m ig h t a lm o s t say , 
dem onstra ted  -  by th e  sacred  a r t  o f  ic o n o g ra p h y . A g re a t d e fe n d e r o f  
ic o n -v e n e ra t io n ,  S t .  Theodore th e  S tu d ite  (quo ted  in  Ware, 1976) s a id  
th a t  "s in c e  man i s  made in  th e  image and l ik e n e s s  o f  God, th e re  i s  
som eth ing  D iv in e  in  th e  a c t o f  p a in t in g  an ic o n ,  and, in d e e d , th e re  
i s  som eth ing D iv in e  in  th e  way in  which s im p le  m a tte r ,  wood and p ig m e n ts , 
become th e  medium, n o t o n ly  f o r  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f  an im m a te r ia l b u t 
space -and -tim e-bound  s o u l ( f o r  th a t  i s  ach ieved  by hum an is t a r t ,  t o o ) ,  
bu t a ls o  f o r  th e  w h o lly  unbound, i n f i n i t e  S p i r i t ,  Who t r a n s f ig u r e s  th e  
images o f  th e  s a in ts  as H e . tr a n s f ig u re s  t h e i r  a rc h e ty p e s , l i f t i n g  up 
bo th  s o u l and body beyond th e  bounds o f  th e  s p a t io - te m p o ra l u n iv e rs e .
The m odel, th e re fo re ,  f o r  ic o n o g ra p h e rs , and one o f  t h e i r  most 
f r e q u e n t ly  p a in te d  s u b je c ts ,  i s  th e  T ra n s f ig u ra t io n  o f C h r is t  on
Mount T abo r. For C h r is t  tha n  re v e a le d  th e  image and lik e n e s s  o f  God in
man t r a n s f ig u re d  by th e  L ig h t  o f  H is  own D iv in i t y .  The id e a  i s  c le a r ly
expressed in  th e  O rthodox L i t u r g ic a l  t e x ts  f o r  th e  T r a n s f ig u r a t io n :
Today C h r is t  on MounirnTabor has changed th e  darkened 
n a tu re  o f  Adam, and f i l l i n g  i t  w ith  b r ig h tn e s s  He has 
made i t  g o d l ik e . . .  He showed them th e  n a tu re  o f  man, 
a rra ye d  in  th e  o r ig in a l  beau ty  o f  th e  Im a g e ... Thou,
0 C h r is t ,  w ith  in v is ib le  hands has fa s h io n e d  man in  
T h ine  im age; and Thou h a s t now. d is p la y e d  th e  o r ig in a l  
b e a u ty ' in  t h i s  same human body form ed by Thee, 
re v e a lin g  i t ,  n o t as in  an im age, b u t as Thou a r t  in  
T h ine  own s e l f  a c c o rd in g  to  T h ine  essence, be ing  both  
God and man.
O ther s u b je c ts  f o r  th e  ico n o g ra p h e r a re  th e  M other o f  God and th e  
s a in ts .  F o r th e y ,  hav ing  c leansed  th e  image o f  God in  th e m se lve s , 
became l i v i n g  ic o n s ,  v i s ib l y  t r a n s f ig u re d  by th e  U ncreated  L ig h t ,  
which i s  th e  r e a l  S u b je c t o f  ic o n o g ra p h y . The o rd in a ry  man* how ever, 
be ing  darkened by th e  pass ion s  o f p r id e ,  lu s t  and envy, canno t become 
an ic o n  o f  th e  D iv in e  L ig h t ,  o r a s u b je c t f o r  ic o n o g ra p h e rs .
Now " th e  ic o n " ,  s a id  a n o th e r g re a t d e fe nd e r o f  ic o n -v e n e ra t io n ,
S t.  S tephen th e  Younger ( in  Ware, 1 976 ), " i s  a d o o r" .  Oust as a door 
i s  made o f  wood and p ig m en ts , so i s  th e  ic o n .  And ju s t  as a door can 
be opened o r s h u t,  so w ith  th e  ic o n .  When i t  i s  c lo se d  (o r  f a t h e r ,  
when our m inds a re  c lo se d  to  i t s  t r u e  s ig n if ic a n c e )  we can o n ly  a n a lyse  
th e  hardness o f  th e  wood i t  i s  made o f ,  o r  th e  c o lo u rs  o f  th e  p igm en ts  
i t  i s  p a in te d  w ith ,  o r th e  c u r io u s ly  tw o -d im e n s io n a l c h a ra c te r  o f  i t s  
p a t te rn .  But when i t  i s  open (o r  r a th e r ,  when we a re  lo o k in o  th ro u g h , 
n o t a t  i t ) ,  we e n te r  a n o th e r w o r ld .
Persons, to o ,  a re  l i k e  d o o rs . Or r a th e r ,  th e y  a re  l i k e  rooms w ith  
a door a t  e i t h e r  end. The f i r s t ,  o u te r  door i s ,  from  a s o c io lo g ic a l  
p o in t  o f  v ie w , th e  p e rson a , and from  a b io lo g ic a l  p o in t  o f  v ie w , th e  ' 
b e h a v io u r. Many s c ie n t is t s  never g e t beyond t h i s  d o o r, spend ing  t h e i r  
p ro fe s s io n a l l i v e s  in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  i t s  tw o -d im e n s io n a l q u a l i t ie s .
They deny th e  e s s e n t ia l f a c t  abou t i t ,  nam ely, th a t  i t  opens. B u t o th e rs  
argue th a t  th e re  must be someone on th e  o th e r  s id e  o f  th e  door who i s  
re s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  o rg a n is e d , a e s th e t ic  q u a l i t y  o f i t s  d e c o ra t io n ,  and 
f o r  th e  appearance, a f t e r  p e r io d s  o f  in te n s iv e  re s e a rc h , o f  s ig n s  such 
as 'c lo s e d 1 o r 'd o n ' t  d is t u r b '  on i t .  M oreover, d u r in g  re s e a rc h , a 
t in y  c h in k  o c c a s io n a lly  appears ; and th e n  s c ie n t is t s  f in d  them se lves h a v in g  
to  cope w ith  such phenomena as ' r o le  d is ta n c e ' (G offm an, 1961) w i th in  a 
th e o ry  o f  personae, o r 'e m o tio n a l r e a c t io n ' w i th in  a th e o ry  o f  b e h a v io u r. '
A t t h i s  p o in t ,  some o f  th e  fo rm e r d o u b te rs  may be persuaded th a t
th e re  i s  a w o rld  on th e  o th e r  s id e  o f  th e  d o o r, and v e n tu re  to  e n te r
in .  But the n  a p r a c t ic a l  d i f f i c u l t y  p re s e n ts  i t s e l f  : doo rs  canno t go 
th ro u g h  doors -  even open ones. The s c ie n t i s t  must ta k e  o f f  h is  mask 
i f  h e ' is  to  d is c o v e r  th e  s u b je c t beh ind  h is  mask. And what does, he f in d  
when he does th a t?  A w h ir l in g  mass o f  le e r in g ,  g r im a c in g  c re a tu re s
c a lle d  p r id e ,  l u s t ,  f e a r ,  g reed , envy, e tc .
F r ig h te n e d  by t h i s ,  th e  s c ie n t i s t  r e t r e a ts  beh ind th e  d o o r, s h u ts  
i t ,  and ta ke s  up aga in  h is  o ld  and t r u s te d  weapon o f  de fence  : th e  
method, o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  a b s t ra c t io n  and o b je c t i f i c a t io n .  A t f i r s t ,  w h ile
th e  memory o f  h is  e xp e rie n ce  i s  f r e s h ,  th e re  may s t i l l  be som eth ing  
p e rs o n a l about h is  o b je c t i f i c a t io n s  -  'e g o * , * supe rego1, ? i d ' , e tc .
But l a t e r ,  the se  dynam ic q u a s i- p e r s o n a l i t ie s  g iv e  way to  th e  more '
s t a t i c  e n t i t i e s  o f  1o b je c t - r e la t r io n s 1 th e o ry .  And l a t e r  s t i l l ,  t h a t  
most im p e rso n a l o f  a l l  p e r s o n a li ty  th e o r ie s ,  t r a i t  p syc h o lo g y , h o ld s  
sway, w ith  o n ly  a few o f  i t s  te rm s , such as ’ ego s t r e n g th 1, g iv in g  us 
any h in ts  about i t s  murky p a s t.  For by now tho se  da rk  c re a tu re s  in  th e  
room have been tra n s fo rm e d  in  th e  s c ie n t i s t ' s  memory in t o  p ie c e s  o f  
f u r n i t u r e  -  o f  th e  same n a tu re , b a s ic a l ly ,  as th e  door a t  th e  e n tra n c e .
The s c ie n t i s t ' s  problem  is  t h a t ,  behind, th e  door o f  h is  p e rso n a , h is  
p e r s o n a l i t y ,  to o ,  i s  peop led  by such c re a tu re s  as p r id e  and l u s t .  And 
th e  p r id e  o f  one man cannot p e n e tra te . th e  p r id e  o f  a n o th e r -  th e y  a re  
l i k e  two c lo se d  doors fa c in g  each o th e r  and both  b o lte d  from  th e  in s id e .
He must f i r s t  subdue h is  own p e r s o n a l i ty  b e fo re  he can u nd e rs tan d  th e  
p e r s o n a li ty  o f  th e  o th e r .
The F re u d ia n s  unde rs tand  th is -  ( a lb e i t  in  p a r t  and in  a d is to r te d  way) 
f o r  th e y  i n s i s t  th a t  w ou ld-be  a n a ly s ts  undergo a t r a in in g  a n a ly s is .  I t  
was unde rs tood  by Shakespeare in  h is  s tu d y  o f  H a m le t's  f a i l u r e  to  come 
to  a knowledge o f  h im s e lf .  But those  who r e a l is e  i t  b e s t a re  th e  
C h r is t ia n  a s c e t ic s ,  who t r y  s c ru p u lo u s ly  to  fo l lo w  t h e i r  M a s te r ’ s command: 
" f i r s t  c a s t o u t th e  beam o u t o f  th in e  ow n.eye, and then  s h q l t  thou  see 
c le a r ly  to  c a s t o u t th e  mote o u t o f  th y  b r o th e r 's  eye" ( M atthew 7 :5 ) .
Thus th e  iconog raphe 'r p re pa re s  f o r  h is  sacred ta s k  by p ra y e r and
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f a s t in g .  In  t h i s  way he hopes to  r a is e  h is  a r t  from  th e  le v e l  o f  S da rk  
shadow o f  m an's da rkened , f a l le n  n a tu re  in t o  a ra d ia n t  window in t o  heaven 
th e  heaven in  w hich man w i l l  sh in e  f o r t h  in  h is  o r ig in a l  n a tu re  as th e  ' 
l i v i n g  ic o n  o f  God. F o r, as S t— P aul s a id :  "Mow we see th ro u g h  a g la s s ,  
d a r k ly ;  b u t th e n  s h a l l  I  know even as a ls o  I  am known". ( I  C o r in th ia n s  
1 3 :1 2 ) .
C o n c lu s io n : Three Modes o f  P s y c h o lo g ic a l Thought
In  t h i s  t h e s is ,  th e  argum ent has ranged w id e ly  th ro u g h  a reas w h ich  
u s u a lly  a re  c a r e fu l ly  seg rega ted  from  each o th e r :  s c ie n c e , a r t  and 
r e l ig io n .  Some may say th a t  t h i s  d is p la y s  a la c k  o f  c o n ce p tu a l c l a r i t y ,  
a tendency to  make what R y le  ( l9 4 9 ) ',w o u ld  c a l l  ’ ca te g o ry  m is ta k e s ’ . I  
hope th a t  I  have shown th a t  t h i s  i s  n o t so , and th a t  th e  m is ta ke  in  f a c t
l i e s  in  th e  a tte m p t to  encompass man w ith in  a to o  narrow  s e t o f  c a te g o r ie s ,
th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f  p h y s ic a l and b io lo g ic a l  s c ie n c e . Man i s  more th a n  a 
ve ry  c o m p lica te d  m achine, o r a ve ry  s e n s i t iv e  a n im a l (a lth o u g h  he shares 
c e r ta in  p ro p e r t ie s  w ith  bo th  m achines and a n im a ls ) :  he i s  a ls o  a d e v is e r  
o f  s c i e n t i f i c  h ypo theses , a c re a to r  o f  works o f  a r t ,  and a w o rs h ip p e r 
o f  God. An adequate th e o ry  o f human n a tu re  must ta k e  accoun t o f  th e  
h e ig h ts  w h ile  n o t ig n o r in g  th e  d e p th s , and w ith o u t a tte m p tin g  to  reduce 
th e  one to  th e  o th e r .
I f  we a re  lo o k in g  f o r  a d e f in i t io n  o f  man w hich w i l l  n o t r e s t r i c t
us and y e t w i l l  p o in t  o u t a d e f in i t e  p o in t  o f  e n try  in to  th e  s u b je c t ,  
we can do no b e t te r  than  re tu rn  t o  A r i s t o t l e 's  famous d ic tu m  : man i s  th e  
r a t io n a l  a n im a l. For c e n tu r ie s ,  th e  emphasis has been on m an's a n im a l i t y ,  
about which a g re a t d e a l has been le a rn e d  (a lth o u g h  no m ore, pe rha p s , 
than  was le a rn e d  by th e  fa th e rs  Of th e  E g y p tia n  d e s e rt in  th e  course  o f  
s t r u g g l in g  a g a in s t t h e i r  p a s s io n s , whereby th e y  accom plished  what 
Evdokimov (1964) has d e s c r ib e d  as "an enormous p s y c h o -a n a ly s is  fo l lo w e d  
by a p s y c h o -s y n th e s is  o f  th e  u n iv e rs a l human s o u l " ) .  I t  i s  h ig h  tim e  
th a t  th e  ba lance  i s  re s to re d  by th e  s tu d y  o f  human r a t i o n a l i t y  in  i t s
th re e  m a jo r modes, th e  s c i e n t i f i c ,  th e  a r t i s t i c  and th e  r e l ig io u s .
F o r tu n a te ly ,  a good s t a r t  has a lre a d y  been made in  t h i s  d i r e c t io n  •
by th e  p h ilo s o p h e r , Oohn Macmurray (1933 , 1935, 1961 ). Thus.he  w r i te s :
The t r a d i t i o n a l  d e f in i t io n ,  o f  hum an ity  i s  th a t  man i s  a 
r a t io n a l  a n im a l. T h is ,  how ever, i s  m ere ly  a v e rb a l 
. d e f in i t io n  u n t i l  we have d e fin e d  what we mean by 
r a t i o n a l i t y .  The q u e s tio n  becomes ’ li/hat i s  reason as 
we know i t  in  im m edia te  e x p e r ie n c e ? 1 A ve ry  n a tu ra l 
answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n  i s  th a t  reason i s  th e  c a p a c ity  
to  t h in k .  I  am a f r a id  i t  i s  a bad answ er. T h in k in g ,  
in  th a t  sense, means th in k in g  r a t io n a l l y ,  and th e  
e x p la n a tio n  i s  ta u to lo g o u s . From th e  p s y c h o lo g is t 's  
p o in t  o f  v ie w , th in k in g  i s  as o fte n  as n o t q u i te  
i r r a t i o n a l ,  so th a t  th e  q u e s tio n  'When i s  th o u g h t 
r a t io n a l? '  -  th e  q u e s tio n  th a t  lo g ic  t r i e s  to  answer -  
i s  r e a l ly  p a r t  o f  th e  q u e s tio n  'W hat i s  re a son ? ' I  
v e n tu re , th e r e fo r e ,  to  o f f e r  a n o th e r d e f in i t i o n ,  t h a t  
reason i s  th e  c a p a c ity  f o r  o b je c t i v i t y ,  and to  say th a t  
i t  i s  th e  p ossess ion  o f  t h i s  c a p a c ity  which 
d is t in g u is h e s  persons from  w ha tever i s  s u b -p e rs o n a l.
By th e  c a p a c ity  f o r  o b je c t i v i t y ,  I  mean th e  
c a p a c ity  to  s tand  in  co nsc ious  r e la t io n  to  th a t  w hich 
i s  re co g n ise d  as n o t o u rs e lv e s . E v e ry th in g , o f  co u rse , 
s tan d s  in  r e la t io n  to  what i s  n o t i t s e l f ,  and e v e ry th in g  
th a t  i s  capab le  o f  consc iousness s tands  in  co nsc iou s  
r e la t io n  to  what i s  n o t i t s e l f .  T h is ,  how ever, i s  not. 
s u f f i c i e n t  to  c o n s t i tu te  r a t i o n a l i t y .  - We must add th a t  
th a t  to  which we s tand  in  consc ious  r e la t io n  i s  
re c o g n is e d , i s  c o n s c io u s ly  apprehended, as n o t o u rs e lv e s .
(1933, pp. 127 -8 )
Macmurray goes on to  d is t in g u is h  between o b je c t i v i t y  and co n sc io u sn e ss . 
I t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  s tand  in  consc ious  r e la t io n  to  th a t  w h ich  i s  n o t o u r­
se lv e s  w ith o u t be ing  o b je c t iv e ly  consc ious  o f  i t  -  as in  d ream -consc iousness  
f o r  exam ple. "T hus , an o b je c t iv e  consc iousness o r  a r a t io n a l  consc iousness  
th e  two phrases have th e  same meaning -  i s  a consc iousness o f  what i s  
• re c o g n is e d  in  th e  consc iousness i t s e l f  as an o b je c t  in d e p e n d e n t o f  th e  
s u b je c t " .
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Now th e re  a re  th re e  modes o f o b je c t iv e  consc iousness o r  r a t i o n a l i t y  :
s c ie n c e , a r t  and r e l ig io n .
S cience  grows o u t o f ou r r a t i o n a l i t y  in  r e la t io n  to  
m a te r ia l th in g s .  A r t  grows o u t o f  o u r r e la t io n  to  
l i v i n g  b e in g s . R e lig io n  grows o u t o f  ou r r e la t io n  t o  
pe rson s . (1935, p . 196)
Of the se  th re e  modes, r e l ig io n  i s  th e  f u l l e s t ,  because persons a re  a ls o
l i v i n g  c re a tu re s  and m a te r ia l th in g s ,  a lth o u g h  n o t re d u c ib le  to  e i t h e r
o f  these  c a te g o r ie s .
R e lig io n  i s  th e  f u l l e s t  e x p re s s io n  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  f o r  a n o th e r reason
th a t  i t  i s  th e  o n ly  mode which employs a l l  th re e  p e rso n s , ' I ' ,  ‘ yo u 1, and
'h e 1, 's h e ' o r ' i t '  in  th e  s p e e c h -s itu a t io n .  S c ience  i s  le s s  r a t io n a l
in s o fa r  as i t  uses o n ly  th e  t h i r d  p e rson ; and s c i e n t i f i c  d is c o u rs e ,
be ing  a m a tte r ,  n o t o f  s e lf -e x p re s s io n  o r i n t e r - s e l f  communion, b u t o f
exchange o f  in fo r m a t io n ,  i s  in  f a c t  "p ro fo u n d ly  im p e rs o n a l" .
I t  seeks to  degrade language from  i t s  p r im a ry  use as 
a means o f  s e lf-c o m m u n ic a tio n , by e ra d ic a t in g  from  i t  
a l l  th e  c h a ra c te r ,  th e  complex o f  im agery and m ag ic , 
w hich makes i t  a c a r r ie r  o f  em otion  and a means o f  
s e lf-c o m m u n ic a tio n . F o r sc ie n ce  i s  o n ly  in te r e s te d  
in  th e  o b je c t ,  and th e re fo re  speaks and th in k s ,  even 
o f  i t s e l f ,  in  th e  t h i r d  p e rson ; l i k e  a c h i ld  t h a t  has 
n o t y e t become s e lf - c o n s c io u s .  There i s  no ' I '  no r 
'y o u 1 f o r  s c ie n c e , o n ly  ' i t ' ;  and because o f  t h i s  
sc ie n ce  i s  u t t e r l y  a t sea in  th e  p e rs o n a l f i e l d .  As 
soon as th e  s c ie n t i s t  i s  d is tu rb e d  by a s tro n g  
em o tion , h is  work i s  deranged; he ceases to  be 
s c i e n t i f i c  and becomes a human b e in g . UJhen he 
escapes from  th e  r e a l w o rld  o f  home and f r ie n d s h ip  
and th e  t r a f f i c  o f  l i f e ,  and sh u ts  h im s e lf  in t o  h is  
la b o ra to ry ,  he escapes from  h im s e lf  and lo s e s  h im s e lf  
in  a w o rld  o f  in fo rm a t io n .
Of in fo r m a t io n ,  how ever, n o t o f  know ledge.
(1935, p . 150)
T h is  i s  a l i t t l e  u n fa i r  to  th e  s c ie n t i s t ,  who o fte n  fe e ls  s tro n g
em otion  in  th e  course  o f  h is  w ork . Indeed , s c i e n t i f i c  d is c o v e ry ,  no le s s  
tha n  a e s th e t ic  e x p e r ie n c e , "com bines in t e l le c t u a l  i l lu m in a t io n  and 
e m o tio n a l c a th a rs is "  (K o e s t le r ,  1976 ). However, i t  i s  t r u e  to  say t h a t '  
s c ie n c e , a lth o u g h  sometimes e m o tio n a l, i s  never p e rs o n a l, and hence n o t 
f u l l y  r a t io n a l  a c c o rd in g  to  M acm urray 's  d e f in i t io n .
He goes on:
Because sc ie n ce  i s  im p e rso n a l i t  i s  a lw ays w o rr ie d  
about th e  'o b s e r v e r ' . I t  wants to  f in d  an 'a b s o lu te  
o b s e rv e r ',  an in d i f f e r e n t  o b s e rv e r, th a t  i s  to  say an 
im p e rso n a l o b s e rv e r, a person who i s n ' t  a p e rson . For 
o n ly  a person can even h o ld  in fo r m a t io n ,  w h ile  no 
person can m ere ly  h o ld  i t .  Whoever he i s ,  he i s  sure  
to  do som eth ing w ith  i t  th a t  makes i t  a l i t t l e  more 
than  in fo r m a t io n ,  perhaps by u s in g  i t  to  make a c o rn e r 
in  w heat, perhaps m ere ly  by g e t t in g  e x c ite d  abou t i t  
and c o lo u r in g  i t  w ith  h is  em o tion , perhaps by u s in g  i t  to  
show h is  w ife  what an a d m ira b le  fe l lo w  he i s .
T h is  c o n c e n tra t io n  on th e  o b je c t ,  t h i s  in d i f fe r e n c e  
to  th e  persons concerned, w hich i s  c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  th e  
' in fo r m a t io n ' a t t i t u d e ,  i s  o f te n  c a l le d  o b je c t i v i t y .  I t  . 
i s  r e a l ly  o n ly  im p e rs o n a li ty .  For th e  s tra n g e  th in g  i s  
th a t  when we c o n c e n tra te  on th e  'o b je c t '  -  th e  t h i r d  
pe rson , what we t a lk  about -  to  th e  e x c lu s io n  o f  th e  
persons who know i t  and t a l k  about i t ,  we lo s e  th e  
r e a l i t y  o f  th e  o b je c t .  In fo rm a t io n  i s  a lw ays in fo rm a t io n  
about som e th ing , n o t knowledge o f  i t .  S cience  cannot 
teach  you to  know your dog; i t  can o n ly  t e l l  you about 
dogs in  g e n e ra l.  You can o n ly  g e t to  know your dog by 
n u rs in g  him th ro u g h  d is te m p e r, te a c h in g  him how to  
behave about th e  h o u s e ,‘ and p la y in g  b a l l  w ith  h im . Of 
course  you can use th e  in fo rm a t io n  th a t  sc ie n ce  g iv e s  
you about dogs in  g e n e ra l to  g e t to  know your dog b e t te r ,  
b u t th a t  i s  a n o th e r m a tte r .  S c ience  i s  concerned w ith  ‘ 
g e n e r a l i t ie s ,  w ith  more o r le s s  u n iv e rs a l c h a r a c te r is t ic s  
o f  th in g s  in  g e n e ra l,  n o t w ith  a n y th in g  in  p a r t i c u la r .
And a n y th in g  r e a l i s  a lw ays som eth ing  in  p a r t i c u la r .
(p p . 1 51 -2 )
I f  th a t  i s  th e  case w ith  dogs and v e te r in a ry  s c ie n c e , how much more 
i s  i t  so w ith  men and human s c ie n c e ;
Any o b je c t iv e  o r  im p e rso n a l knowledge o f  th e  human, 
any sc ie n ce  o f  man, w hether p s y c h o lo g ic a l o r  s o c io ­
lo g ic a l ,  in v o lv e s  a nega tion - o f  th e  p e rs o n a l r e la t io n  
o f  th e  ’ I 1 and th e  'Y o u 1, and so o f  th e  r e la t io n  
which c o n s t i tu te s  them ‘ p e rsons . F o rm a lly ,,  such 
knowledge i s  knowledge o f  th e  'Y o u ',  t h a t  i s ,  o f  th e  
o th e r  p e rson ; b u t not—o f  th e  o th e r  person in  p e rs o n a l 
r e la t io n  to  th e  know er, b u t a s .o b je c t  in  th e  w o r ld .
I  can know a n o th e r person as a person o n ly  by e n te r in g  - 
in t o  p e rs o n a l r e la t io n  w ith  h im . W ith o u t t h i s  I  can 
know him o n ly  by o b s e rv a tio n  and in fe re n c e ;  o n ly  
o b je c t iv e ly .  The knowledge w hich I  can o b ta in  in  t h i s  
way i s  v a l id  know ledge;, my c o n c lu s io n s  from  o b s e rv a tio n s  
can be t r u e  o r f a ls e ,  th e y  can. be v e r i f ie d  o r  f a l s i f i e d  
by fu r t h e r  o b s e rv a tio n  o r by e xp e rim e n t. B ut i t  i s  
a b s tra c t  know ledge, s in c e  i t  c o n s tru c ts  i t s  o b je c t  by 
l im i t a t io n  o f  a t te n t io n  to  what can be known about - 
o th e r  persons w ith o u t e n te r in g  in t o  p e rs o n a l r e la t io n s  
w ith  them . (1961, pp. 2 8 -9 )
A r t  i s  more p e rs o n a l than  sc ie n ce  because "b y  r e ta in in g  th e  o b je c t
in  f u l l  r e la t io n  to  th e  a r t i s t  -  th e  f i r s t  person -  a r t  secures know ledge
o f th e  o b je c t  by m a in ta in in g  i t s  r e a l i t y ;  and a ls o  i t  s e cu re s , f o r  th e
same reason , th e  f re e  c re a tiv e n e s s  o f  th e  p e rs o n ". However, th e  second
pe rson , th e  'Y o u ',  i s  u n iv e rs a lis e d  and a b s tra c te d  from  by a r t i s t s .
The a r t i s t  wants to  g iv e ,  n o t to  re c e iv e ;  so th a t  
m u tu a li ty  i s  l o s t ,  and h is  e x p e rie n c e , though i t  
rem a ins in te n s e ly  p e rs o n a l, i s  o n e -s id e d , has lo s t  
p a r t  o f  th e  fu l ln e s s  o f  p e rso n a l e x p e r ie n c e . Knowledge 
th e re  i s ,  and th e  p o u r in g  o u t o f  know ledge, w hich i s  
s e lf -e x p r e s s io n ,  b u t n o t m u tu a l i t y ;  and th e re fo re  th e  
second person i s  g e n e ra lis e d  to  a l i s t e n e r ,  n e g a tiv e  
and re c e p t iv e ,  and ten d s  to  fade  o u t o f  th e  p ic tu r e  
and become h y p o th e t ic a l and im a g in a ry . The a r t i s t  can 
w r i te  h is  d e s c r ip t io n  f o r  anyone to  re a d , o r  p a in t  h is  
p ic tu r e  f o r  anyone to  see, He g iv e s  h im s e lf ,  n o t to  
anyone in  p a r t i c u la r  b u t to  th e  w o rld  a t  la r g e .  T h a t 
i s  n o t*a  f u l l e r  bu t a na rro w e r e x p e rie n c e ; because 
p e rs o n a lly ,  to  g iv e  y o u r s e lf  to  everyone , i s  to  g iv e  
y o u r s e lf  to  none. The m u tu a li ty  o f  th e  p e rs o n a l be longs  
to  i t s  essence. (1935 , p . 154)
The m u tu a li ty  which i s  seen by Macmurray to  be th e  essence o f  th e
p e rs o n a l i s  d e fin e d  by him as fo l lo w s :  ' I  am I  because I  know you, and 
you a re  you because you know me1* T h is  i s  a more p re c is e  e x p re s s io n  
o f  th e  s ix t h ,  phenom eno log ica l p o s tu la te  which we co n s id e re d  in  c h a p te r
For "my consc iousness i s  r a t io n a l  o r o b je c t iv e  because i t  i s  a con­
sc iousness  o f  someone who i s  in  p e rs o n a l r e la t io n  to  me and th e r e fo r e ,  
knows me and knows t h a t  I  am I " .
T h is  le a d s  u s , f i n a l l y ,  to  th e  q u e s t io n :
How are  we to  re p re s e n t th e  ty p e  o f  u n i ty  w hich we know 
in  our e xp e rie n ce  o f th e  p e rso n a l?  A person canno t be 
re p re se n te d  as a m a the m a tica l u n i t  because, though each 
person  can say o f  h im s e lf  ' I  am I ' ,  no person  can say 
o f  any o th e r  ' I  am 1 1 o r ' I  am you1, b u t o n ly  ' you a re  
you and n o t I ' . And a p a r t from  t h i s  d i f fe re n c e  o f  _I. 
and you , th e re  would be n e ith e r  th e  one no r th e  o th e r .
The u n i t s  o f  m a te r ia l e x is te n c e  a re  bare id e n t i t i e s .  
O n e 'u n it  i s  id e n t ic a l  w ith  e ve ry  o th e r  and i t s  
e q u iv a le n t .  Thus* two m a th e m a tica l u n i ts  have no 
r e a l  o th e rn e ss  between them . In  th e  case o f  two p e rso n s , 
bo th  a re  in d iv id u a ls ,  y e t t h e i r  o th e rn e ss  i s  e s s e n t ia l  
to  t h e i r  i n d iv id u a l i t y .  Fo r each o f  us , th e re  can be 
o n ly  one ' P  . The o th e r  person i s  a lw ays 1 yo u 1. Yet 
i t  i s  e q u a lly  e s s e n t ia l to  my be ing  th a t  in  know ing you 
I  know th a t  f o r  y o u r s e lf  you a re  '2.* and f o r  you I  am 
th e  o th e r ,  th e  ' you ' . T h is  can o b v io u s ly  n ° t  be 
re p re se n te d  by m a the m a tica l th o u g h t,  f o r  which a l l  
u n i ts  a re  e q u a lly  ' i t ' .  The d if fe re n c e  between _I. ar|d 
you must be re p re se n te d  in  any sym bolism  w hich  i s  to  
be o f  use in  fo rm u la t in g  ou r e xp e rie n ce  o f  th e  p e rs o n a l.
O rgan ic  th o u g h t . . .  does in v o lv e  th e  re p re s e n ta t io n  
o f  th e  e s s e n t ia l d if fe re n c e s  between e lem en ts o f  th e  
w ho le . But t h i s  e x p re s s io n  o f  d if fe re n c e  i s  in  te rm s 
o f  com plem entary fu n c t io n s ,  so th a t  no e lem ent in  an 
o rg a n ic  whole can be r e a l ly  in d iv id u a l .  Only th e  whole 
can possess t r u e  in d iv id u a l i t y .  F o r t h i s  reason o rg a n ic  
th o u g h t, in  i t s  tu r n ,  cannot express th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  
p e rs o n a l. For th e  p e rs o n a l in v o lv e s  th e  e s s e n t ia l  
i n d iv id u a l i t y  o f  a l l  persons as w e ll  as t h e i r  d i f fe r e n c e s .  
Two persons in  p e rs o n a l r e la t io n  a re  no t com plem entary . 
They do n o t lo s e  t h e i r  i n d iv id u a l i t y  to  become fu n c t io n a l  
e lem ents in  an i n d i v i d u a l i t y .which in c lu d e s  them b o th .
In  f a c t ,  in  th e  p e rs o n a l f i e l d ,  th e  o n ly  r e a l
in d iv id u a ls  a re  in d iv id u a l  p e rson s . Groups o f
persons a re  n o t in d iv id u a ls .  N e v e rth e le s s , th e
in d iv id u a l i t y  of. a person  e x is ts  o n ly  in  and th ro u g h
h is  r e la t io n s h ip  to  o th e r  persons and th e  more
o b je c t iv e  h is  r e la t io n s  become w ith  o th e r  p e rso n s , th e
more h is  i n d i v id u a l i t y " i s  enhanced. I t  would seem,
th e re fo re ,  th a t  th e  u n i ty - p a t te r n  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l
th o u g h t must somehow succeed in  com bin ing  th e
c h a r a c te r is t ic s  bo th  o f  o rg a n ic  and m a the m a tica l
th o u g h t.  I t  must express a t  once th e  independent
r e a l i t y  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  and th e  fa c t  t h a t  t h i s
in d iv id u a l i t y  i s  c o n s t i tu te d  by th e  r e la t io n s h ip  in
which he s tands  to  o th e r  independent persons who a re
d i f f e r e n t  in d iv id u a ls .  To p u t i t  in  th e  fa m ilia r  te rm s
o f modern c o n tro v e rs y , m a the m a tica l r e la t io n s  a re
e x te rn a l to  th e  te rm s th e y  r e la t e .  O rgan ic  r e la t io n s
a re  in t e r n a l  to . th e  te rm s th e y  r e la t e .  B ut p e rs o n a l
r e la t io n s  a re  a t  once in t e r n a l  and e x te rn a l.  They c re a te
n o t m ere ly  a u n i ty  between in d iv id u a ls ,  b u t a ls o  th e
d if fe re n c e  o f th e  in d iv id u a ls  w hich th e y  u n i te .  F u r th e r
than  t h i s  we a re  n o t in  a p o s i t io n  to  g o . . .  (1933 , pp. 138-41 )
N e ith e r  s h a l l  I  go f u r t h e r  in  t h i s  d i r e c t io n  e xcep t to  say th a t  th e  
p e rs o n a l u n i t y - in - d i f f e r e n c e  w hich Macmurray sees as c o n s t i t u t in g  th e  
f u l l e s t  e x p re s s io n  o f  human r a t i o n a l i t y  i s  to  be fo u n d , I  b e l ie v e ,  o n ly  
in  th e  s o c ie ty  o f  tho se  who w ith  t r u e  f a i t h  w o rsh ip  th e  One God in  Three 
P ersons, and who e x h ib i t  H is  u n i ty  in  t h e i r  l i f e .  T h is  s o c ie ty ,  I  
f u r t h e r  b e l ie v e ,  i s  th e  True O rthodox Church o f  C h r is t .  However, s in c e  
t h i s  s ta te m e n t i s  a c o n fe s s io n  o f  f a i t h  w h ich , w h ile  f u l l y  c o n s is te n t  
w ith  re a son , i s  n e v e rth e le s s  s u p r a - r a t io n a l in  i t s  u l t im a te  source  and 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  I  s h a l l  tu r n  now .to  th e  o th e r ,  le s s  f u l l  modes o f  human 
r a t i o n a l i t y .
These, as we have seen, a ra  sc ie n c e .a n d  a r t .  I  s h a l l  say no more 
about th e  s t r i c t l y  s c ie n t i f i c . ( w h ic h ,  in  p sych o lo g y , i s  th e  s c ie n t i s t i c )  
mode excep t to  p o in t - o u t  th a t  , s in c e  th e re  i s  n e ith e r  11 * n o r ' yo u 1 b u t
o n ly  ' i t 1 f o r  s c ie n c e , sc ie n ce  must in e v i t a b ly  t r y  t o  re p re s e n t th e  mind 
by means o f  a m echan ica l o r m e c h a n ic o -b io lo g ic a l m odel. And a m achine, 
however com plex, can o n ly  model what i s  pre-program m ed in t o  i t ;  i t  cannot 
i n i t i a t e  a p rocess o f  any k in d -w h ic h  th e  programme does n o t ' fo re s e e * .
Thus P o ia n y i (1958) p o in ts  o u t t h a t  a n e u ro lo g ic a l o r  p s y c h o lo g ic a l 
model o f  an in d iv id u a l 's  mind can never re p re s e n t more th a n  th o se  m en ta l 
fu n c t io n s  which th e  n e u r o lo g is t ' s mind a t t r ib u t e s  to  h im . "The in fo r m a l,  
and hence p e rs o n a l fu n c t io n s  o f  th e  s u b je c t 's  mind a re  in  f a c t  n o t 
re p re se n te d  a t  a l l . "
He goes on:
These p e rs o n a l powers in c lu d e  th e  c a p a c ity  f o r  unde r­
s ta n d in g  a m eaning, f o r  b e l ie v in g  a fa c tu a l  s ta te m e n t, f o r  
in t e r p r e t in g  a mechanism in  r e la t io n  to  i t s  pu rpo se , and 
on a h ig h e r  le v e l ,  f o r  r e f le c t in g  on’ prob lem s and e x e rc is in g  
o r i g i n a l i t y  in  s o lv in g  them . They in c lu d e ,  in d e e d , eve ry  
manner o f  re a c h in g  c o n v ic t io n s  by an a c t o f  p e rs o n a l 
judgem ent. The n e u ro lo g is t  e x e rc is e s  these  powers to  th e  
h ig h e s t degree in  c o n s tru c t in g  th e  n e u ro lo g ic a l model o f  
a man -  to  whom he d en ies  in  t h i s  ve ry  a c t any s im i la r  
pow ers. The same is  t r u e  o f  a p s y c h o lo g is t  who reduces 
th e  m en ta l m a n ife s ta t io n s  o f  man to  s p e c i f ia b le  r e la t io n s  
o f.m easured  q u a n t i t ie s ,  f o r  as such these  can a lw ays be 
re p re se n te d  by th e  perfo rm ances o f  a ro b o t.
T h is  d is p a r i t y  between th e  powers which th e  i n t e r ­
p re t in g  mind i s  c o n f id e n t ly  e x e rc is in g  in  th e  a c t  o f  
deny ing  them to  th e  s u b je c t in te r p r e te d  by i t ,  i s  j u s t i f i e d ,  
so lo n g  as th e  o b se rve r i s  concerned o n ly  w ith  th e  a u to m a tic  
responses o f  h is  s u b je c t .  When a p h y s io lo g is t  re c o rd s  th e  
re f le x e s  o f  a p e rson , he is  r i g h t l y  c la im in g  f o r  h im s e lf  
powers o f  judgem ent which a re  absen t in  th e  f a c u l t ie s  he 
i s  exam in ing  in  a n o th e r p e rson . To -the e x te n t to  w hich 
m en ta l i l l n e s s  d e p riv e s  those  s u f fe r in g  from  i t  o f  c o n t r o l  
ove r t h e i r  th o u g h ts , a p s y c h ia t r is t  w i l l  a ls o  observe  the- 
p a th o lo g ic a l mechanism in  q u e s tio n  from  th e  s u p e r io r  
p o s i t io n  assumed by him tow ards h is  s u b je c t .
By c o n t ra s t ,  to  acknowledge someone as a sane person  
i s  to  e s ta b lis h  a re c ip r o c a l r e la t io n  to  h im . By v i r t u e  
o f  ou r own a c t o f  com prehension we e xp e rie n ce  a n o th e r
p e rs o n 's  s im i la r  f a c u l t ie s  as th e  presence o f  th a t  
p e rso n ’ s m ind. Our c a p a c ity  f o r  know ing th in g s  e i t h e r  
f o e a l ly  o r s u b s id ia r i ly  i s  d e c is iv e  h e re . Mind i s  n o t 
th e  agg rega te  o f  i t s  f o e a l ly  known m a n ife s ta t io n s ,  b u t 
i t  i s  th a t  on which we fo cu s  ou r a t t e n t io n  w h ile  be ing  
s u b s id ia r i ly  aware o f  i t s  m a n ife s ta t io n s .  T h is  i s  th e  
way ( to ' be ana lysed  f u r t h e r  in  P a r t F o u r) by w hich we 
acknowledge a p e rs o n 's  judgem ent and share  a ls o  o th e r  
form s o f  h is  consc iousness . T h is  manner o f  know ing a 
person q u a l i f ie s  him f u l l y  f o r  th e  fu n c t io n s  o f  a 
m ind . (p p . 262-3 )
T h is  argum ent h o ld s  however much s c ie n t is t s  may d is c o v e r  abou t th e
n e u ro -p h y s io lo g ic a l s u b s tra te s  o f  in t e n t io n a l  a c t io n .  Thus L u r ia
(1973, c h a p te r 7) has shown th a t  m assive le s io n s  o f  th e  f r o n t a l  lo b e s
d is tu r b  " th e  most com plex form s o f  r e g u la t io n  o f  co nsc iou s  a c t i v i t y  and,
in  p a r t i c u la r ,  a c t i v i t y  w hich i s  c o n t r o l le d  by m o tive s  fo rm u la te d  w ith
th e  a id  o f  speech ", w h ile  le a v in g  s im p le r  and more b a s ic  fo rm s o f
b e h a v io u r u n im p a ire d .
I  s h a l l  never fo r g e t  one p a t ie n t  w ith  a marked f r o n t a l  
syndrome who, a f t e r  be ing  d isch a rg e d  from  h o s p i t a l ,  
expressed th e  w ish to  go home b u t,  w h ile  he was s t i l l  
some te n s  o f  k ilo m e tre s  away from  home he fo llo w e d  th e  
example o f  h is  companion and s e t t le d  in  a s m a ll town 
th e re  in  o rd e r to  s t a r t  work in  a shoe fa c to r y .  Hence, 
n e ith e r  spoken in s t r u c t io n s  g ive n  to  these  p a t ie n ts  
no r t h e i r  own in te n t io n s  any lo n g e r  p ro v id e  a s ta b le  
programme f o r  t h e i r  b e h a v io u r, and t h e i r  re g u la to r y  
fu n c t io n  i s  lo s t .  (p . 200)
T h is  example shows th a t  c e r ta in  .p h y s io lo g ic a l mechanisms a re  necessa ry
f o r  th e  e x e c u t io n .o f  in te n t io n s ,  and perhaps a ls o  f o r  th e  fo rm a tio n  o f
's c e n a r io s ' co n n e c tin g  th e  in te n t io n s  w ith  t h e i r  g o a ls ; b u t i t  does n o t
show th a t  th e  mechanisms a re  thB  in te n t io n s .  On th e  c o n t ra r y ,  th e
in te n t io n  to  go home was c le a r ly  p re s e n t even w h ile  th e  p h y s ic a l
m ach inery f o r  p u t t in g  th e  in te n t io n  in t o  a c t io n  was d e s tro y e d . Thus
in te n t io n s ,  even when e x p re s s ib le  o n ly  in  te rm s o f  p h y s ic a l ly  o b s e rv a b le
a c t io n s ,  a re  p e c u l ia r ly  m en ta l phenomena w hich  w i l l  e ve r e lude  the , n e t 
o f  n e u ro p h y s io lo g ic a l th e o ry .
R e tu rn in g  to  th a t  mode o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  whose r e la t io n  to  p sycho logy  
has been th e  main s u b je c t  o f  t h i s  th e s is ,  l e t  us no te  aga in  th a t  
l im i t a t io n  o f  a r t  w hich c o n s is ts  in  th e  e x c lu s iv e ly  one-way d i r e c t io n  o f  
com m unication from  a r t i s t  to  aud ie n ce .
Now i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  c o n s tru e  th e  p s y c h o th e ra p e u tic  s i t u a t io n  as 
a debased form  o f  a r t i s t i c  com m un ica tion , in  which an u n s k i l le d  p e rfo rm e r 
t r i e s  to  p u t a c ross  a c h a ra c te r  o r l i fe -d ra m a  to  th e  p s y c h o lo g is t  in  th e  
aud ie n ce , w h ile  he t r i e s  to  d is c e rn  th e  r e a l person beh ind  th a t  p e rso n a . 
And n o n -d ir e c t iv e  form s o f  th e ra p y  make a v i r t u e  o u t o f  t h i s  u n i­
d i r e c t io n a l  f lo w .  ' But o f  course  no th e ra p y  i s  c o m p le te ly  n o n - rd ire c t iv e  
(any more than  a t h e a t r ic a l  perfo rm ance  i s  c o m p le te ly  u n in f lu e n c e d  by 
i t s  a u d ie n c e ); and th e  re se a rch  f in d in g  th a t  success in  th e ra p y  c o r r e la te s  
h ig h ly  w ith  such q u a l i t ie s  as warmth and genu ineness in  th e  t h e r a p is t  
shows th a t  a r t i s t i c  r a t i o n a l i t y  in  th e  th e ra p e u t ic  f i e l d  i s  c o n s ta n t ly  
s p i l l i n g  ove r in t o  th a t  f u l l e r  k in d  o f  in te r - p e r s o n a l r a t i o n a l i t y  w hich 
Macmurray would c a l l  r e l ig io u s .
A l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  one co u ld  argue th a t  th e  c l ie n t  and h is  t h e r a p is t  
a re  d iv id iq g  th e  fu n c t io n s  o f  a r t i s t i c  r a t i o n a l i t y  between them . F o r i f  
a r t  may be d e fin e d  as a co m b in a tio n  o f  r e c e p t iv i t y  and s p o n ta n e ity  -  
" i n t u i t i o n  as th e  r e c e p t iv i t y  by which we co n te m p la te  r e a l i t y ;  e x p re s s io n  
as th e  s p o n ta n e ity  by w hich we express o u rs e lv e s  th ro u g h  i t "  (M acm urray, 
1935) -  then  th e  c l ie n t  e x h ib i t s  s p o n ta n e ity  and e x p re s s io n  w h ile  th e
p s y c h o lo g is t  e x h ib i t s  r e c e p t iv i t y  and i n t u i t i o n .  In  th e  1a e s th e t ib ' a r t s ,  
th e  a r t i s t  f i r s t  i n t u i t s  r e a l i t y  b e fo re  e x p re ss in g  h im s e lf  th ro u g h  i t .
( in  th e  th e a t r e ,  two s tages  o f  e x p re s s io n  a re  in v o lv e d  : th e  p la y w r ig h t 's  
e x p re s s io n  in  th e  w r i t t e n  w ord}—and th e  a c to r 's  e x p re s s io n  o f  th a t
e x p re s s io n  in  th e  spoken word and a c t . )  But in  p sych o th e ra p y , th e  c l i e n t
expresses h is  fe e l in g s  a t  th e  same tim e  th a t  th e  th e r a p is t  i n t u i t s  them.
However, th e  s i t u a t io n  i s  s t i l l  more c o m p lic a te d  th a n  t h a t .  Fo r th e
c l ie n t  i s  n o t o n ly  e x p re ss in g  h is  own fe e l in g s  : he i s  a ls o  t r y in g  to  
i n t u i t  th e  t h e r a p is t ’ s i n t u i t i o n ,  and m a n ip u la te  i t .  And th e  th e r a p is t  
i s  n o t o n ly  i n t u i t i n g  h is  c l i e n t 's  fe e l in g s  : he i s  a ls o  t r y in g  to  
exp ress h is  own f e e l i n g s , ' so as to  in f lu e n c e  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f  th e  
c l i e n t ' s .
To th e  degree th a t  bo th  th e  c l ie n t  and th e  th e r a p is t  a re  e x e rc is in g  
t h e i r  f u l l  r a t i o n a l i t y  in  t h i s  ( a r t i s t i c )  mode, th e  in t e r a c t io n  approaches 
a f u l l y  p e rs o n a l e nco u n te r in  th e  r e l ig io u s  mode. Such an id e a l  i n t e r ­
a c t io n ,  in v o lv in g  f u l l  knowledge bo th  o f  s e l f  and o th e r ,  i s  in  f a c t  
never a t ta in e d .  • (l\lor i s  i t  a t ta in a b le ,  I  b e l ie v e ,  e xcep t in  th e  p r a c t ic e  
o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  r e l i g io n . )  But i t  shou ld  be th e  norm o f  human r e la t io n s  
tow ards which psycho the rapy  s t r iv e s .  And psycho logy  sh ou ld  be th e  s tu d y  
bo th  o f  th e  norm and o f  th e  a b n o rm a lit ie s  r e s u l t in g  from  f a i lu r e s  to  
ach ieve  f u l l  r a t i o n a l i t y .
Thus, ju s t  as th e  a tte m p t to  s tu d y  human r a t i o n a l i t y  from  an 
e x c lu s iv e ly  s c i e n t i f i c  p o in t  o f  v iew  does n o t a llo w  us to  see th e
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  th e  S p i r i t *  o f  a man ( ' t h e  g hos t in  th e  m ach ine1) ,  so 
th e  a tte m p t to  s tud y  human r a t i o n a l i t y  from  an e x c lu s iv e ly ,  a r t i s t i c  
p o in t  o f  v ie w , w h ile  re v e a lin g  th e  ' s p i r i t '  ( f o r  a r t i s t i c . i n t u i t i o n  a lw ays 
sees i t s  o b je c t  as a form  e x p re s s in g  an. in n e r  c o n te n t ) ,  does n o t a llo w  
us to  see th e  ' t r u t h ' .  For suppose th a t  a c l ie n t  and h is  t h e r a p is t  a re  
bo th  e x p re s s in g  and i n t u i t i n g  s u p e rb ly  w e l l .  I t  i s  n e v e r th e le s s  p o s s ib le  
th a t  th e  c l ie n t  i s  e x p re s s in g  a c o n te n t w hich does n o t co rrespond  to  th e  
u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  o f  h is  in n e r  l i f e .  E ith e r  he i s  in s in c e r e ly  p u t t in g  on 
an a c t ;  o r  he i s  s in c e re ly  e xp re s s in g  a p a r t  o f  h is  p e r s o n a l i t y  w h ich  i s  
n o t th e  a u th e n t ic  e xp re s s io n  o f  h is  p e rson , h is  t r u e  s e l f - r o le .  In  th e  
same way, th e  th e r a p is t  may conv ince  th e  c l ie n t  th a t  he u n d e rs ta n d s  him 
when he does n o t -  e i t h e r  because he i s  c o n s c io u s ly  t r y in g  to  d e ce ive  
h is  c l ie n t  (so  as to  keep him t a lk in g  and h ap p y ), o r  because he s in c e re ly  
b e lie v e s  th e  p e r s o n a li ty  he sees to  be th e  a u th e n t ic  e x p re s s io n  o f  th e  
person he does n o t.
For u l t im a te ly ,  ju s t  as th e  ghos t in  th e  machine canno t b e . re p re s e n te d  
in  m e c h a n is tic  te rm s , so th e  r e a l n a tu re  o f  th e  ghos t canno t be re p re s e n te d  
in  a r t i s t i c  te rm s . A f a i l u r e  in  a c t in g  te c h n iq u e  may g iv e  a c lu e  to  what 
i s  happening b acks ta ge ; and t h i s  can be re p re se n te d  in  't h e  p la y  w ith in  
th e  p la y ' .  But th e  in s in c e r i t y  o f  a f a u l t le s s  pe rfo rm an ce , o r  th e  
in a u th e n t ic i t y  o f  a genu ine  one, i s  open o n ly  to  God " t h a t  t r i e s t  th e  
re in s  and th e  h e a r t"  ( Jerem iah 1 1 :2 0 ) ,  Who c re a te d  " th e  h id de n  man o f  
th e  h e a r t "  ( I  P e te r 3 :4 ) ,  and Who re v e a ls  H is  s e c re ts  o n ly  to  th o se  who 
w o rsh ip  Him " i n  s p i r i t  and in  t r u t h "  ( John 4 :2 3 ) .
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Hamlet and role-construct theory
By A. E. ST G. MOSS*
‘To be or not to  be -  that is the question’ -  po rtan t concepts in role theory and personal
and that is also H am let’s m ost superordinate construct psychology, 
personal construct (Kelly, 1955). The follow- First* some definitions. A  construct, in
ing soliloquy elaborates a num ber of sub- Kelly’s theory, is a  bipolar conceptual tool
ordinate constructs such a s ‘fighter-pacifist’, through which one discriminates between
‘th inker-doer’, ‘hero-cow ard’. Each of these . people, objects o r events, e.g. ‘long -sho rt’ or
dichotomies,,is also a pair o f discrepant roles ‘nasty-nice’. ‘R ole’ is harder to define.
(Goffman, 1959). They might better be called Kelly’s sociality corollary s ta te s :‘to the extent
‘role constructs’. M y aim is to pu t forward an tha t one person construes the construction
interpretation of Hamlet in terms o f roles and processes of another, he may play a  role in a
constructs, and on this basis to  discuss the social process involving the o th er’. This
possibility o f an. integrated role-construct definition has the advantage, according to
theory. Kelly (1970), o f making no reference to
A lthough this is primarily a piece of psycho- extrapsychological entities such as norms,
logical analysis, certain questions naturally rights and obligations. But in so doing,
arise concerning the relations o f psychology to  H olland (1970) argues, it ceases to be truly
literature and literary criticism, questions social. A social process involves not only two
which it is beyond the scope of this p ap er to individuals construing each other’s constructs,
discuss adequately. I wish only to  point out bu t also the external constraints tha t G. H.
that there is an analogy between the critic’s M ead summed up u n d e r the heading o f ‘the
analysis o f a role or a scene and the psycho- generalized o th e r’. Holland makes the further
logist’s analysis o f a  person or a social episode, point that constructs, like roles, are for the
Both disciplines are concerned with the ways most p a rt products o f socialization. N either
in which thought and em otion are communi- roles nor constructs can be completely idiosyri-
catcd through language, and the critic’s cratic, and what idiosyncrasy they have is
approach may be complementary with the recognized by com parison with the normative
psychologist’s in this respect. M oreover, there core of meaning constituted by the rules of
is at least the possibility that personality language and society. I shall therefore follow
theory could benefit from  a study o f the H arre & Secord (1972) in defining roles in
techniques o f character portrayal, just as terms o f r u le s : ‘a role is what a  person in a
sociological theory has been enriched by the specific category does’ insofar as ‘his actions
notion o f role-playing. 1 hope that a study o f and sayings are generated by his following the
the way in which Shakespeare has portrayed appropriate subset o f ru les’ (p. 184).
the character o f Ham let may contribute to  the Let us begin with the description of a condi- 
verification and elaboration o f certain im- tion very similar to H am let’s:
Conceiving the dishonour of his mother,
He straight declin'd, droop'd, took it deeply,
Fasten’d and fix’d the shame on’t in himself,
Threw off his spirit, his appetite, his sleep,
And downright languish’d. A Winter's Tale, n, 3
* Department of Psychology, School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Surrey, 
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Hamlet’s m other, too, brought shame on herself -  tha t much is clear.
Frailty, thy name is woman: -  
A little month, or crc these shoes were old 
With which she followed my poor father's body,
Like Niobc, all tears -  why she even she-  
O God! a beast that wants discourse of reason 
Would have mount's longer -  married with my uncle,
My father's brother; but no more like my father 
Than I to Hercules. Within a month,
Ere yet the salt of most unrighteous tears 
Had left the flushing in her galled eyes"
She married. O, most wicked speed, to post 
With such dexterity to incestuous sheets!
Hamlet, l, 2
W hat is not immediately clear is why Ham let point tha t Ham let’s remorse is fully fledged 
‘fix’d the shame on ’t in him self’. Perhaps before the. ghost tells him o f his fa ther’s 
science can help the literary critics in this murder. This is shown by the beginning o f his 
connexion. first great soliloquy, the first p art o f which has
Jones (1949), in his psychoanalytic inter- just been quoted, 
prctation o f the play, makes the im portant
O that this too solid flesh would melt,
Thaw, and resolve itself into a dew! Hamlet, I, 2
Jones’ explanation rests on the assum ption bu t are reawakened by his father’s death and
that H am let had incestuous feelings towards his m other’s remarriage.
his m other in infancy. These were repressed, „
The long ‘repressed’ desire to take his father's place in his mother's affection is stimulated to unconscious 
activity by the sight of someone usurping this place exactly as lie himself had once longed to do so. More, 
this was a member of the same family, so that the actual usurpation further resembled the imaginary one 
in being incestuous [pp. 58-9].
His delay in carrying out the ghost’s revenge is also explained.
It is his moral duty, to which his father exhorts him, to put an end to the incestuous activities of his 
mother (by killing Claudius), but his Unconscious does not want to put an end to them (he being identi­
fied with Claudius in the situation) and so lie cannot.Mis lashings of self-reproach and remorse arc 
ultimately because of this very failure, i.e. the refusal of his guilty wishes to undo the sin. By refusing to 
abandon his incestuous wishes he perpetuates the sin and so must endure the stings of torturing con­
science. And yet killing his mother’s husband would be equivalent to committing the original sin itself, 
which would if anything be even more guilty [p. 63].
The extra energy required to control his re- assumptions concerning Ham let’s sexuality
awakened feelings explains why, as T. S. Eliot that have no direct support from the play,
pointed out, Ham let’s em otions are so much Moreover, it tends to explain away the play’s
in excess of the facts as they appear. metaphysical dimension without really illumi-
However, this interpretation rests on mating it.
By means of various psychological defensive mechanisms, the depression, doubt, despair, and other 
manifestations of the conflict arc transferred on to more tolerable and permissible topics, such as anxiety 
about worldly success or failure, about immortality and the salvation of the soul, philosophical con­
siderations about the value of life, the future of the world, and so on (pp. 52-3)..
Hamlet and role-construct theory 255
A repressed Oedipus complex can hardly bear Let us consider now the scene o f Ham let’s 
the whole weight of Hamlet’s complex and first entry, 
elaborate construct system.
. A'/V/y. Hut now, my cousin Hamlet, and my son -  
Hamlet. {Aside) A. (idle mote (han kin and less than kind.
‘ 'King. How is it that the clouds still hang on you?
- Hamlet. Not so; my lord; I am too much in the sun.
Queen. Good Hamlet, cast thy nighted colour off,
And let thine eye look like a friend on Denmark.
Do not for ever with thy veiled lids 
• Seek for thy noble father in the dust. —
Thou know’st ’tis common -  all that lives must die,
Passing through nature to eternity.
Hamlet. Ay, madam, it is conimon.
Queen. If it be,
Why seems it so particular with thee? .
Hamlet. Seems, madam! Nay, it is; I know not seems.
’Tis not alone my inky cloak, good mother,
Nor customary suits of solemn black,
Nor windy suspiration of forc’d breath,
No, nor the fruitful river in the eye,
Nor. the dejected haviour of the visage,
Together with all forms, moods, shapes of.grief,
That can denote me truly. These, indeed, seem;
For they are actions that a man might play;
But I have that within me which passes show-
These but the trappings and the suits of woe. Hamlet, i, 2
his is a classic example of role discrepancy, son is of the same kind as his father, no less
nd of the divorce between true and false self than ‘a chip off the old b lock’. Claudius is less
Laing, 1960), performer and character (Golf- than kind in another sense. In combining the
lan, 1959), tha t the demands of a  ‘double- roles of uncle and father, he has wronged the
in d ’ conflict can produce. memory o f H am let’s real father arid made it
‘M ycousinand my so n ’ -  H am let’s analyti- very dilllcult for Hamlet to be kind to his
a! wit immediately seizes on the difference, mother. For Claudius and Gertrude, being
ousins are relations o f kin, no more; but a husband and wife, stand or fall together.
amlet: Farewell, dear mother.
ing. Thy loving father, Hamlet.
amlet. My mother: father and mother is man and wife; man and wife is one flesh; and so, my mother.
' Hamlet, i v , 3*
amlet cannot now be unequivocally kind to hide behind a. persona -  the ‘inky c loak’ and
s m other: but neither can he give vent to  his ‘suits of solemn b lack’ of the melancholic,
gression. He must ‘seem ’ - b e  what he Laertes unwittingly puts Ham let’s problem
ally is only partially. He m ust play a role, in a nutshell.
His greatness weigh’d, his will is not his own;
For he himself is subject to his birth. Hamlet, i, 3
* .Incongruous uniort is one of the peculiar characteristics of the play's language and imagery.
. i, 1, 77-8; i, 2, 180-1; i, 5, 29-31; ii, 1, 62-6; hi, 1, 47-9; in, 1, 158; iii, 3, 15-23; hi, 4, 40-5;
3, 17-31; v, 1, 207-8. See also Troilus and Cressida, v, 2,146-50.
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H e is subject to  his father and m other; but identify them, He cannot follow. Polonius’ 
those loyalties conflict; m uch as he tries to  advice to L aertes-
to thine own self be true,
And it must follow, as the night the day,
Thou canst not then be false to any man.
F o r now the night no longer follows the day -
this sweaty haste 
Doth make the night joint-labourer with the day.
Hamlet, b 3
Hamlet, i , l
And if he is true to tha t part o f himself which Enter the ghost, with news o f ‘m urder m ost
belongs to his mother, he will be false to his fo u l’.
father.
Haste me to know’t, that I, with wings as swift,
As meditation or the thoughts of love,
May sweep to my revenge.
Hamlet, i, 5
Love, revenge and m editation -  three incom- systems which are inferentially incompatible
patibles tha t Ham let must somehow compose with each other. Hamlet, however, m ust
into a single scenario. We remember Kelly’s employ them  all a t the same time. He has, it is
fragm entation corollary : a  person may succes- true, '
sively employ a variety o f  construction sub-
The courtier's, soldier's, scholar’s, eye, tongue, sword.
Hamlet, in, 1
But it is asking too much of him to be simul- vengeful soldier, and the meditative scholar,
taneously both the loving courtier, and the He must sweep to his revenge: but
Howsomever thou pursuest this act,
Taint not thy mind, nor let thy soul contrive 
Against thy mother aught. -
Hamlet, l, 5
M urder your m other’s husband, bu t be kind to her, and keep your hands clean!
O all you host of heaven! O earth! What else? 
And shall I couple hell ?
Hellish is revenge, and hellish the ghost that urges him to it.
The spirit that I have seen 
May be a devil; and the devil hath ppwer 
T ’assume a pleasing shape; yea, and perhaps 
Out of my weakness and my melancholy,
As he is very potent with such spirits,
Abuses me to damn me.
Hamlet, I, 5
Hamlet, u, 2
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There are more things in heaven, earth, and is p a rt o f Ham let’s ‘core role structure’, i.e.
hell, that can be assimilated in H am let’s ‘the system of constructs which deals specific-
system, let alone H oratio ’s. ally with the self’ (Bannister & Fransella,
Let us consider this now in terms of roles 1971, p. 36). ‘ G ood son ’ is one of the roles
and constructs, i t  is clear that, as Ernest Jones tha t constitute his sense of identity, so to
saw, Ham let’s relation to his m other is at the: construe himself as a  bad son is to alienate
centre of his dilemma. Through her he has himself from himself. And this is to  engender
suffered the invalidation o f his role-construct, guilt; for ‘from the standpoint o f personal
‘faithful w ife-unfaithful wife’. M ore pre- construct theory, guilt is the sense of having
cisely, he has been forced to change his lost one’s core role structu re’ (Kelly, 1970,
construction o f G ertrude f ro m ‘faithful wife’ p. 27). ~ :
to ‘unfaithful wife’, so th a t his use of the con- M oreover, the role ‘good so n ’ m ust now be 
struct as a means o f discriminating between reconstrued so as to entail the role ‘avenger’,
people is no longer reliable and likely to lead to And if tha t is impossible, it will have to be
alse predictions with regard to  other, related divided into tw o: ‘good son in relation to
onstructs. One related construct is ‘good father’ a n d ‘good son in relation to  m other’,
no ther-bad  m other’, whose complementary But these conflict in this situation, as do the
s ‘good son-bad  so n ’. So if. Ham let is to further subdivided ro les ,‘good son in relation
etain the integrity o f the predictive links to  murdered fa ther’ a n d ‘good son in relation
ithin his system, he m ust now construe to  m urderer father (uncle)’! Thus the family
ertrude both as an unfaithful wife and as a life o f the royal court o f D enm ark becomes a
ad mother, which implies th a t it would be psychologically. disruptive environm ent for
ppropriate for him to behave as a bad son in Hamlet. His original role system has been
elation to  her. split into two m utually exclusive systems.
Now  the role constru c t‘good son-bad  so n ’
Mother (good)
Hamlet
Father Uncle
Mother (good) Ghost (good)
Hamlet Hamlet
Ghost (bad) Claudius (good) Mother (bad) • Claudius (bad)
he reason is that, with his m other’s re- good, in which case both  his m other and
arriage and his father’s murder, H am let is Claudius are bad.
nable to assign the same value to  the ghost N either alternative is attractive. He cannot 
s to  his m other and Claudius. Either his replace his m other by the ghost as the player
other is good, in which case Claudius also is from whom he must take his cue. For not only
ood, and the ghost is bad. Or the ghost is is the role of avenger discrepant with that o f
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Christian or scholar o f W ittenberg: the image he adopts the good ghost system a t the con-
o f the good mother -  and hence of himself as scions level, while the good m oihcr system
the good son -  is loo sweet to relinquish works on a t the unconscious level exciting
entirely. Hut neither can he seriously (i.e. remorse and inhibiting revenge. ‘The time is
consciously) construe his m other as goo d ; for ou t of jo in t.’ The best Hamlet can do is change
th a t would entail whitewashing Claudius and the m ask o f the melancholic for th a t o f the
condemning the ghost to  further tortures. So m adm an, decide
To put an antic disposition on. Hamlet I 5
There is m ethod in this madness if we see it as darling; the people’s favourite, the late king’s
ah extreme example o f what Coffm an (1961) real son, and heir apparent. Claudius cannot
has called ‘role-distance’. ‘One enters the compel him to  show proper filial respect
situation to the degree that one can demons- because o f this penum bra o f other selves over
trate that one does not belong’ (p. 97). Ham let which he has no control. Hence H am let has
wants to dissociate him self from  the role into something o f the immunity o f the court jester,
which the marriage ofhis m other and Claudius And ju s t as the fool is Lear’s conscience, so
has forced him. He is now the king’s ‘so n ’, a  Ham let is C laudius’,
part he despises; bu t he is also his m other’s
The play’s the thing 
Wherein I’ll catch the conscience of the king. Hamlet, n, 2
The tragic irony is tha t Claudius’ tortured  aware. M an, therefore, finds it necessary to
conscience reflects Ham let’s own. Just as develop ways o f anticipating events which
Claudius is guilty o f murdering his brother, transcend contradictions’ (K elly ,1955; quoted
so Hamlet, if he kills Claudius, will in effect be in Bannister & Fransclla, 1971, p. 140). So ‘ to
guilty o f m urdering his m other -  ‘ man and be or not to be’, to  fight o r not to fight, to live
wife is one flesh’. or to take one’s life -  these are the questions.
A t the beginning of Act in, we find Ham let The last alternative seems the most promising,
desperately trying to resolve the dilemma by To commit suicide is to be both active and
elaborating his supcrordinalc constructs, passive, to light yet not to light, to be in order
‘Different constructs sometimes lead to in- not to be. In Act I, this alternative had been
compatible predictions, as everyone who has rejected pn religious grounds -
experienced personal conflict is painfully
O . . .  that the Everlasting had not fix’d
His canon ’gainst”self-slaughter! O God! God! Hamlet, i, 2
But now he is exploring a Stoic, no t a Christian action.* And Hamlet has the example of
construct subsystem. To Stoics like Brutus and H oratio, who describes himself as ‘m ore an
Othello suicide is an honourable course of antique R om an than a D an e’, to inspire him.
Since my dear soul was mistress of her choice
And could of man distinguish her election,
SIT hath seal’d thee for herself; for thou hast been
As one, in suff’ring all, that suffers nothing;
A man that Fortune’s buffets and rewards
* But contrast Macbeth, v, 8, 1-2; Julius Caesar, v, 1,100-7.
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Hast ta'cn with equal thanks; and blcsl arc those 
Whose blood and judgement are so well comeddled 
That they are not a pipe for Fortune’s finger 
To sound what stop she please. Give me that man 
That is not passion’s slave, and Twill wear him 
In my heart’s core, ay, in my heart of heart,
As I do thee.
Hamlet, hi, 2
However, ‘to die, to sleep and to wake and his own still living duty towards hifn -  
on the other side, a ghost. The fear o f death -  deter him  still, and make him prefer this living
or rather, the fear o f his dead father’s ghost, death to  the death o f those tha t live in hell.
Thus conscience doth make cowards of us all.
Hamlet, m , I
And Hamlet is still stuck in his dilemma. reminded o fthe  innocence and purity which he
Enter Ophelia, and H am let is immediately and his m other have lost for ever.
Soft you now!
The fair Ophelia. -  Nymph, in thy orisons 
Be all my sins rememb’red.
Hamlet, ill, 1
The m ood is similar when he-prepares to  meet press the good m other-good w om an-good
his m other shortly afterwards - ‘Soft! now to  Ophelia subsystem out of consciousness,
my m other’. In both cases he is trying to sup-
If thou dost marry, l ’llgive thee this plague for thy dowry: be thou as chaste as ice, as pure as snow, 
thou shalt not escape calumny. Get thee to a nunnery.
Hamlet, m, 1
Consequently, he cannot allow the good son-good m an-good H am let subsystem to emerge 
either.
I could accuse me of such things that it were better that my mother had not borne me.
Hamlet, in, 1
In Kelly’s theory, hostility is defined as the th a t all men are .‘arran t knaves’). It has failed
continued effort to extort validational evidence because it has made Hamlet miserable,
in favour o f a type ofsocial prediction that has burdened with a duly he abhors. The evidence
already proved itself a failure. The prediction is Polonius’ hiding behind the arras, and both
in this case is that all women are frail and G ertrude’s and Ophelia’s connivance at it.
likely to become whores (with the corollary
Hamlet. Where’s your father?
Ophelia. At home, my lord.
Hamlet. Let the doors be shut upon him, that he may play the fool nowhere but in’s own house.. . .  
I have heard of your paintings too, well enough; God hath given you one face, and you make your­
selves another. You jigj and amble, and you lisp, and nickname God’s creatures, and make your 
wantonness your ignorance.
Hamlet, in, 1
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So he sends Polonius t o ‘a certain convocation But then he suffers a  reaction from  his
o f politic w orm s’, and O phelia-to the nunnery violence. He exhorts the players: 
where his m other should have gone before.
In the very torrent, tempest, and, as I may say, whirlwind ofyour passion, you must acquire a temperance 
that may give it smoothness. •
Hamlet, in, 2.
-  a temperance tha t neither he nor his m other possess.
Hamlet. Nay, but to live
In the rank sweat of an cnsearhccTbed,
Stew’d in corruption, honeying and making love 
Over the nasty s ty !. . .
Queen. O gentle son,
Upon the heat and flame of thy distemper 
Sprinkle cool patience!
Hamlet, in, 4
On the other hand, when he comes upon Claudius a t his prayers, he has not the passion 
to  kill him. As the Player K ing says,
What to ourselves in passion we propose,
The passion ending, doth the purpose lose.
The violence of either grief or joy
Their own enactures with themselves destroy. s
Hamlet, i ij , 2
The reason is tha t
Our wills and fates do so contrary run 
That our devices still are overthrown.
Hamlet, ill, 2
H am let’s will is the ghost’s com m and: his fate closet scene, he identifies his father with virtue
is tha t he loves his mother. The good m other and his m other with vice, he feels himself to  be
system runs contrary to the good ghost violating the image of his good m other -  fo r
system, so that Ham let’s ‘device’ o f killing which he begs forgiveness.
Claudius is overthrown. Thus when, in the
Forgive me this my virtue,
For in the fatness of these pursy times 
Virtue itself of vice must pardon beg,
Yea, and curb and woo for leave to do him good.
Hamlet, in, 4
A g a in ,‘the time is out o f jo in t’. Guildenstern with their own petard. He comes
Ham let tries once more to spur his dull back from England a broken man, his con-
revenge. The sight o f Foriinbras, a man o f struct and role systems in ruins,
honour and forthright action, exhorts him. N o w ‘when a particular effort at organiza- 
But he is an exam ple‘gross as ea rth ’ : Hamlet tion fails, constriction may occur in an
is turning away from any thought o f action, attem pt to retain some m eaning’ (Bannister &
The best lie can do is hoist Rosencrantz and Fransclla, 1971, p. 140). The restricted system
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hich Ham let adopts is fatalism  - ‘a more primitive and less effectual system, albeit a  more 
ermeable* (Kelly, 1955, p. 90).
There's a divinity that shapes our ends; V 
Rough-hew them how we will.
Hamlet, v, 2
Chance is his divinity now -  ‘ belief in pure, p. 180). Thus when Laertes challenges him to
blind luck can protect the individual from  the a duel, H am let shrugs off H oratio’s caution
emorse of knowing tha t something could and with fatalistic unconcern, 
hould have been d o n e’ (Goffman, 1967,
ot a whit, we defy augury; there is a  special providence in the fall of a sparrow. If it be now, ’tis not to 
ome; if it be not to come, it will be now; if it be not now, yet it will come -  the readiness is all. Since
0 man owes of aught he leaves, what is’t to leave betimes. Let be.
Hamlet, v, 2
Hamlet is gambling with his life in much the attitude to the duel is: ‘if I die now, I’ll live
amc way as a suicide. Landficld (1971) found later; if I live now, I ’ll die later. “ Let b e” .’
hat the construct systems o f suicides are more The alternatives have been specified with one 
isorganized and constricted than those o f hundred per cent certainty. T h u s ‘Chance lies . 
ormals. He suggested, following Kelly, tha t in the attitude o f the individual himself -  his 
uicide is a desperate attem pt to bring some creative capacity to  redefine the world around 
redictability into life. Suicide is a  way o f him into its decisional potentialities’ (Goff- 
emonstrating one’s power in the face o f m an, 1967, p. 201).
epeated dem onstrations o f one’s impotence. So Ham let accomplishes his revenge -  by 
ow chance is the unpredictable. But in pre- chance; and with the absolution o f Chance he 
icting the unpredictable as Chance, one is goes to his death in peace. But it is the peace of 
aradoxically defining unpredictability in such exhaustion, not o f final achievement; and
1 way as to make it predictable. Ham let’s when H oratio  says
Now cracks a noble heart. Good night, sweet prince,
And flights of angels sing thee to thy rest!
Hamlet, v, 2
ve think o f Ophelia’s more accurate appraisal:
O, what a noble mind is here o'crthrown!
The courtier’s, soldier’s, scholar’s, eye, tongue, sword;
Th’expcctancy and rose of the fair state,
The glass of fashion and the mould of form ,.
Th’observed of all observers -  quite, quite down!
. And I, of ladies most deject and wretched,
That suck’d the honey of his music vows,
Now see that noble and most sovereign reason,
Like sweet bells jangle, out of time and harsh;
That unmatched form and feature of blown youth 
Blasted with-ecstasy.
Hamlet, in, 1
The time is out o f jo in t’ -  even at the end. Very roughly, we may say that roles are
It is time to consider, more, closely the constructs in action. Now the meaning o f this 
lations between the concepts of ‘ro le’, will become clearer if we consider social life, 
onstruct’ a n d ‘role construct’. first from  the viewpoint o f the spectator, and
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then from the viewpoint o f  the actor. The constructs (though they also are relevant) as
spectator typically tries to  construe the con- in the roles they are trying to  play. F or when
struction processes o f those whom he is he knows w hat they are trying to do, he can
observing—he plays a ‘ro le ’ in Kelly’s sense choose the appropriate persona th a t will
o f  the word. He compares and discriminates enable him to achieve what hi? is trying to do.
in terms o f bipolar dimensions such as ‘intro- Now  the causes of H am let’s malaise have
vert-ex travert’, ‘k ind -unk ind ’, ‘intelligent- often been attributed to  an  over-intellectual-
stup id ’.T he actor also observes and construes; ized attitude to  life. However, this criticism
but he does so in the process, and with the ignores the degree to  which Ham let’s be-
purpose, o f communicating with those whom haviour is determined by the very concrete
he is observing. And for that reason he is rolcsystcm  in which he is alm ost too dynamic-
interested not so much in their personal ally involved.
Queen. Have you forgot me?
Hamlet. No, by the rood, not so:
You are the Queen, your husband’s brother’s wife;
And -  would it were not so! -  you are my mother.
Hamlet, m , 4
If  Ham let could adopt the viewpoint o f the elusion (Adams-W cbbcr, 1970)-w i th  the
spectator, and see G ertrude’s adultery as addition o f the relation o f complementarity,
simply another illustration o f the frailty o f This last is very im portant, for it enables us to
women, he would have no problem . But she is explain phenom ena such as H am let’s taking
his m other, and he is her son, which makes his m other’s shame on himself in virtue o f the
the situation quite u n iq u e -  and uniquely complementarity o f such constructs a s ‘good
problematic. ' m other-bad m other’ and ‘good son-bad  so n ’.
Personal construct theory has been similarly Indeed, Laing (1961) defines shame in terms of
criticized for being too ‘cognitive’, too con- complementarity, and in terms that apply
cerned with the: perceptual and conceptual directly to H am let: ‘sh am e . . .  appears to
aspects o f hum an psychology at the expense arise when a  person finds himself condemned
of the more dynamic, ‘ horm ie’ aspects. This to an identity as the complement o f another
criticism is justified insofar as the dynamic he wishes to repudiate, but canno t’ (p. 87).
process of role-playing is reduced to the static Role constructs bear a superficial resem-
construction of others’ constructs. However, blance to tha t set o f  personal constructs
the insights o f role theory can be included known a s ‘whole-figure constructs ’. Examples
within i t s ‘focus of convenience’ by means of of these arc: ‘like m other-unlike m other’,
the bridge concept ‘ role construct’. A role ‘ like self—unlike self’, ‘ like I’d like to be—unlike
construct is, quite simply, a  construct whose I’d like to b e ’. They differ from ordinary
dichotom ous poles are discrepant ro le s -  constructs in ways that make their position in
discrepant, that is, according to the indi- personal construct theory problem atic (M air,
vidual’s construction. Thus the role construct 1967). F o r example, if a  person construes an
‘good m other-bad m other’ is the individual’s element as being like m other, one immediately
construction of the role of the good m other as wants to a sk : ‘ in what rcspect-in being kind or
opposed to that o f bad mother. intelligent o r som ething quite d ifferent?’
Role constructs may have very wide foci o f Whole-figure constructs need to  be filled out,
convenience, e.g. ‘m ale-fem ale’, or very as it were, before their meaning becomes clear,
narrow ones. The relations between them are This is not the case with ordinary constructs -
the same as those between personal constructs nor with role constructs. The role construct
- f o r  example, implication and mutual ex- ‘good m other-bad m other’ docs not provoke
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he question‘in w hat respect?’ because it does the individual subsumes the im portant people
o t refer to  theperson o f one particular m other , in his life. (I t  is no t by accident th a t Kelly
ut to the role o f m others in  general, to  the called his basic assessment technique the Role
uality of motherliness. W e may then need to C onstruct R epertory Grid). I f  H am let con-
now what the individual means by ‘good striies his m other as a  good m other, then he
lo th e r’ in terms o f its relations to other role m ust construe himself as a  good son, and this
nd personal constructs. But this is the case is part o fh is sense ofidentity. His construction
ith. any personal construct. The point is that o f others’ roles in relation to himself enables
good m other’ or ‘ m otherliness’ has a general him  to  define his self-image further. Thus he is
onnotation which Tike m other’ (i.e. like my a  courtier, a  scholar, and a soldier; a  sinner, a
Other) does not. stoic, and a saint; loving to mothers, dutiful to
W hat, finally, is the relation o f role con- fathers, and hostile to  lovers; scornful o f old
tructs to the ‘core role structure’, the sense of men, gallant with young men; loyal to friends
crsonal identity ? and vengeful to traitors.
Now the position o f the self within personal But is there a further, unitary Hamlet
onstruct theory as it stands is obscure. The independent of these multiple complementary
elf can be either an element, o r a whole- identities ? Is there a self that regulates these
igure construct, or a  dimension of tightness- roles and the relations between them ? Is there
oosencss applying to the construct system as a supreme role construct‘to be or not to be one
whole (as in the Bannister-Fransella self’, and if  so where do its norm ative rules
chizophrenic thought-disorder test). T he come from  ?
itualion is clarified to some extent if we In order to answer these questions it is
onsidcr the set o f role constructs complc- necessary to distinguish, as Sir Geoffrey
icntary to those role constructs under which Vickers (1970) points out,
ctwccn those role-expcctations which are attached by society and those which derive from the be- 
aviour of the role-player himself. Those who rely on him as doctor, employer, father, can appeal to a 
tandard socially set of whatiis expected of any player;.of that role. But within these expectations, they 
an appeal to others generated by the past performance of the role-player himself. The greater the dis- 
rction which the role allows, the greater is the range over which those affected might complain-  
Though what you have done is within the range of what our society expects of any of that role, it is out- 
dc the range of what you have led us to expect of you.* At the extreme, what we expect of A, simply 
s A, is based solely on what A himself, by his past behaviour, has invited us to expect of him -  a com- 
letely individualized role, but none the less a role. For A himself the distinction is even slighter. For he 
nceives of ‘being himself’ as making a coherent personality, the self-expectations which he derives 
oin accepting his social and functional roles are no different in character from the self-expectations 
posed by his idea of himself’.[p. 93, footnote].
This answers the question o f how several rules to cope with any conflicts that may
cial personae coalesce to form  a single arise; or one assumes an heroic role transcend-
ersonality. But it does not answer the ing and overruling all others. The second
uestion of self-regulation. We still need to  alternative is more effective in practice, and
now: when a break in the role-system occurs, almost all m ajor ideologies and religions have
when Hamlet ceases to construe G ertrude an heroic role. But whether the super-role is 
a good mother, according to what standards Christ or Lenin or Zarathustra, the general
n the individual reintegrate his world ? principle applies: in order to find his identity a
There are two alternatives. Either one man must lose his many selves in a single self
olvcs a philosophical system or code o f higher than his own.
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Shakespeare and role-construct therapy
By A . E. ST G. MOSS*
M any critics have speculated tha t Shake- which are sometimes considerably extended 
peare suffered from  some kind o f mental (e.g.Timon o f  Athens, act iv) anddisfigure even 
Uness a t the peak of his tragic period. They the greatest o f plays: 
oint to  the violent eruptions o f sexual disgust — —
Behold yond simp’ring dame
Whose face between her forks presages snow,
That minces virtue and does shake the head 
To hear of pleasure’s name -  ,
The fitchew nor the soiled horse goes to’t 
With a more riotous appetite.
Down from the waist they are centaurs, *
Though women all above;
But to the girdle do the gods inherit,
Beneath is all the fiends’;
There’s hell, there’s darkness, there is the sulphurous pit -  
Burning, scalding, stench, consumption.
Fie, fie, fie! Pah, pah! Give me an ounce of civet, good 
apothecary, to sweeten my imagination.
King Lear, iv, 6
his certainly seems sym ptom atic o f an  man, 1959), or alternatively ‘role-construct
bsessional neurosis. M y aim is to  analyse the theory’ (Moss, 1973a).
ature and origins of Shakespeare’s obsession Now  roles and constructs may seem to 
whether neurotic or otherwise, I shall leave belong to quite different universes o f discourse,
ndetcrmined for the time being) and to Show However, their intimate connexion is attested
ow he attem pted to sweeten his imagination by Shakespeare’s actual practice as a play-
hrough his art. wright. As we should expect, he shows an
M y theoretical position may be described actor’s natural curiosity in the techniques of
s personal construct psychology (Kelly, ‘impression m anagem ent’ :
955) from  a dram aturgical viewpoint (Goff-
Gloucestcr. I do thewrong, and first begin to brawl.
The secret mischiefs that I set abroach 
1 lay unto the grievous charge of others.
Clarence, who I indeed have cast in darkness,
I do beweep to many simple gulls;. .
Namely, to Derby, Hastings, Buckingham;
And tell them ’tis the Queen and her allies 
That stir the King against the Duke my brother.
Now they believe it, and withal whet me 
To be revenged on Rivers, Dorset, Grey;
* Department of Psychology, School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Surrey, 
uildford.
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But then I sigh and, with a piece of Scripture,
Tell them that God bids us do good for evil.
And thus T clothe my naked villainy 
With odd old ends stol’n forth of holy writ,
And seem a saint when most 1 play the devil.
Richard I I I ,  i, 3
G oflm an’s (1955) notion o f ‘face-w ork’ was anticipated by Shakespeare:
Holofemes. I will not be put out of countenance. 1
Berowne. Because thou hast no face.
Holofemes. You have put me out of countenance.
Berowne. False: we have given thee faces.
Holofemes. But you have outfaced them all.
Love's Labour's Lost, v, 2
But when his actors withdraw from the context they naturally employ the language o f personal 
o f social interaction, and pause for reflexion, constructs: -
Posthumus. Let there be no honour
Where there is beauty; truth where semblance; love 
Where there’s another man.
Cymbeline, ii, 4
‘ H onourable-beautifu l’, ‘ truthful-disscm b- But further discussion o f the relation o f
ling’, ‘faithful to one m an-attracted to m any’: roles to constructs, and o f role-construct
these are the dimensions along which Post- theory to  the psychopathology o f art, is best
humus construes the female sex. I have sug- left until after attem pting to  apply these
gested in another article tha t H am let’s famous theoretical categories to  the specific case o f
‘to  be or no t to  b e ’ soliloquy is an example o f Shakespeare’s development,
personal construing in terms of discrepant Shakespearean tragedy, from Caesar’s ‘et 
roles (Moss, 1974), and the fundamental tu, B rute’ to the death o f Coriolanus, seems
rhythm  of the play can be seen as a dialectic to be centred on the experience of betrayal,
movement between role-playing and person- And sexual betrayal arouses perhaps the
construing, diachrony and synchrony (Levi- strongest emotions o f all. Thus Troilus on
Strauss, 1962), action and abstraction. being betrayed by Cressida:
This she? No; this is Diomcd’s Crcssida.
If beauty have a soul, this is not she;
If souls guide vows, if vows be sanctimonies,
If sanctimony be the gods’ delight,
If there be rule in unity itself,
This was not she. O madness of discourse,
That cause sets up with and against itself!
Bifold authority! where reason can revolt 
Without perdition, and loss assume all reason 
Without revolt: this is, and is not, Cressid.
Within my soul there doth conduce a fight 
Of this strange nature, that a thing inseparate 
Divides more wider than the sky and earth;
And yet the spacious breadth of this division 
Admits no orifex for a point as subtle
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As Ariachne’s broken woof to enter.
Instance, O instance! strong as Pluto’s gates:
Cressid is mine, tied with the bonds of heaven.
Instance, O instance! strong as heaven itself:
The bonds of heaven are slipped, dissolved, and loosed;
And with another knot, five-finger-tied,
The fractions of her faith, orts of her love,
The fragments, scraps, the bits, and greasy relics 
Of her o’er-caten faith, are bound to Diomed.
Troilus and Cressida, v, 2
The highly em otional yet also intellectual unity itself’ : the unity o f the concept o f sexual
nature of this speech shows tha t Troilus is love now 'd iv idesm ore  wider than the sky and
trying to  accom m odate a  new experience ea rth ’, or sexless love and loveless lust,
which lies outside the range o f convenience o f This change was anticipated in Shake-
his form er role and construct system s.‘This is speare’s first published work, the story of
and is no t Cressid’ : the role o f the faithful Venus’ attem pted seduction o f the chaste and
lover, on the model o f Juliet, is giving way to  puritanical Adonis :
that o f the fickle w h o re .‘I f  there be rule in
Call it not love, for Love to heaven is fled,
Since sweating.Iust on earth usurped his name;
Under whose simple semblance he hath fed 
Upon fresh beauty, blotting it with blame;
Which the hot tyrant stains and soon bereaves.
As caterpillars do the tender leaves.
Love comforteth like sunshine after rain,
But Lust’s effect is tempest after sun;
Love’s gentle spring doth always fresh remain:
Lust’s winter comes ere summer half be done.
Love surfeits not: Lust like a glutton dies.
Love is all truth: Lust full of forged lies.
Venus and Adonis, 793
The poet Ted Hughes (1971) has pointed out tragedy. The initial role relationship is one o f
that the roles o f Venus and Adonis, together two lovers in blissful harmony. Then the man
with those of Tarquin and Lucrcce, the pro- secs, or thinks he sees, a Venus in the woman,
agonists o f The Rape o f  Lucrece, determine the and reacts like the puritanical A donis:
basic p lo t o f the Shakespearean revenge
Othello. Give me your hand. This hand is moist, my lady.
Desdemona. It yet hath felt no age nor known no sorrow.
Othello. This argues fruitfulness and liberal heart:
Hot, hot, and moist. This hand of yours requires 
A sequester from liberty, fasting and prayer,
Much castigation, exercise devout;
For here’s a young and sweating devil here 
That commonly rebels.
Othello, in, 4
M r s  47
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Shakespeare felt a Venus and Adonis in himself:
Two loves I have, of comfort and despair,
Which like two spirits do suggest me still;
The better angel is a man right fair,
• The worser spirit a woman coloured ill.
To win me soon to hell, my female evil 
Tempteth my better angel from my side,
And would corrupt my saint to be a devil,
Wooing his purity with her foul pride.
And whether that my angel be-turned fiend,
Suspect I may, yet not directly tell;
But being both from me, both to each friend,
I guess one angel in another’s hell.
Yet this shall I ne’er know, but live in doubt,
Till my bad angel fire my good one out.
Sonnet 144
The revenge tragedies may be described as a Tarquin. The onset o f this madness can be seen
single controlled experiment to discover what in the appropriately named Angelo, the acting
happens when the ‘ bad angel’ fires ‘the good ruler o f Vienna. After a  life o f abstinence, he
one o u t’. The answer is tha t the man goes comes to  lust after the no less chaste Isabella,
m ad; he sheds the white skin o f the beautiful who has come to  plead for the life o f her
Adonis and emerges as the black boar, brother, condemned to death for fornication:
Isabella. Save your honour!
[Exeunt all but Angelo.] 
Angelo. From thee; even from thy virtue!
What’s this, what’s this? Is this her fault or mine?
The tempter or the tempted, who sins most?
Ha!
Not she; nor doth she tempt; but it is I 
That, lying by the violet in the sun,
Do as the carrion does, not as the flow’r,
Corrupt with virtuous season. Can it be
That modesty may more more betray our sense
Than woman’s lightness? Having waste ground enough,
Shall we desire to raze the sanctuary,
And pitch our evils there? O, fie, fie, fie!
What dost thou, or what art thou, Angelo?
Dost thou desire her foully for those things 
That make her good? O, let her brother live!
Thieves for their robbery have authority 
When judges steal themselves. What, do I love her,
That 1 desire to hear her speak again,
And feast upon her eyes? What is’t I dream on?
O cunning enemy, that, to catch a saint,
With saints dost bait thy hook! Most dangerous 
Is that temptation that doth goad us on 
To sin in loving virtue.
Measure for Measure, ii, 2
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As apiece of self-analysis, this is not unworthy murders the innocent Lucrcce. Finally, he 
of that other well-known resident o f Vienna, repents in anguished remorse:
Sigmund Freud. Tarquin now rapes or
Othello. Now, how dost thou look now? O ili-starred wench!
Pale as thy smock! When we shall meet at compt, •
. This look of thine, will hurl my soul from heaven,
. And fiends will snatch at it. Cold, cold, my girl!
Even like thy chastity. O cursed, cursed slave!
Whip me, ye devils,
From the possession of this heavenly sight.
Blow me about in winds, roast me in sulphur;
Wash me in steep-down gulfs of liquid fire.
0  Desdemona! Dead! Desdemona! Dead!
: V O! O! ' . ' .
Othello, v, 2
his role structure implicit in the revenge Now self-esteem, o r ‘h o n o u r’, is the m ajor 
ragedy p lo t seems to  be generated ;by a block theme of Shakespeare’s histories, as love is o f
t the centre of Shakespeare’s personal con- the comedies. Bolingbroke suffered a loss o f
truct sy s te m -th e  incompatibility of love and self-esteem when he was forced to  eat ‘the
ust. The man (Troilus, Hamlet, Othello) feels bitter bread of banishm ent’ by Richard II. He
etrayed by the woman (Cressida, G ertrude- restored his self-esteem by forcing Richard to
phelia, Desdemona). She is reconstrued as abd ica te ,. but in so doing besmirched the
enus, and he as Adonis. H e then becomes honour o f England, the Lucreee o f the
arquin, and she Lucrece. histories. England’s honour was finally re-
Lct us look more closely a t the crucial link stored by a legitimate king, Henry V, at the
n this chain, the transform ation o f Adonis battle o f Agincourt. 
nto Tarquin. W hy should Adonis become T he themes of honour and love were first
arquin ? It is not enough to say that, unlike linked in the tragedy o f R ichard Crookback,
he Adonis o f legend, he does in fact love whose honour was insulted by his failure as a
enus. He both loves her and feels insulted by lover:
i c r - h i s  self-esteem is involved. (For the 
ffcct o f sejf-esteem on rom antic love, see 
alster, 1965; M urstein, 1971.)
Grim-visaged war hath smoothed his wrinkled front,
And now, instead of mounting barbed steeds ; .
To bright the souls of nimble adversaries,
He capers nimbly in a lady’s chamber 
To the lascivious pleasing of a lute.
But I -  that am not shaped for sportive tricks, • ‘ :
Nor made to court an amorous looking-glass -
1 -  that am rudely stamped, and want love’s majesty 
To strut before a wanton ambling nymph -
1 -  that am curtailed of this fair proportion,
Cheated of feature by dissembling nature,
Deformed, unfinished, sent before my time 
Into this breathing world scarce half made up,
And that so lamely and unfashionable 
That dogs bark at me as I halt by them -
16-2
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Why, I, in this weak piping time of peace,
Have no delight to pass away the time,
Unless to spy my shadow in the sun 
And descant on mine own deformity.
And therefore, since 1 cannot prove a lover 
To entertain these fair well-spoken days,
I am determined to prove a villain 
And hate the idle pleasures of these days.
Richard 111, 1 ,1
This is the m an whose first political act was Juliet, for example, the lovers are split by the
also a sexual one -  the seduction of Queen feucFof honour between their families. But a t
Anne -  the first Tarquin, the boar who first least they are reunited in death, the quality o f
gored Adonis and then raped the fair body o f their love remaining unsullied. The same can-
England. His genesis m ight be explained, in no t be said of Troilus and Cressida. Here is
Freudian terms, a s ‘com pensation’. Goffman another world split by a quarrel, the cause,
(1963) would call it ‘ the management o f this time, being the abduction o f Helen -  in
spoiled identity’. In  the language of personal T roilus’ , words, ‘a  theme o f  honour and
construct theory, it is the natural reaction to ' renow n’. But now the demands o f honour and
‘th rea t’, ‘the awareness o f an imminent political expediency effect a m ore profound
comprehensive change in one’s core struc- separation. For when honour is reduced to
tu res’ (Bannister & Fransella, 1971, p. 206). pride, and ‘pride eats up him self’, love, too,
The convergence o f honour and love is becomes a movable feast:
always fatal in Shakespeare. In  Romeo and
Ulysses. Fie, fie upon her!
There’s language in her eye, her cheek, her lip,
Nay, her foot speaks; her wanton spirits look out 
At every joint and motive of her body 
O these encounters so glib of tongue 
That give a coasting welcome ere it comes,
And wide unclasp the tables of their thoughts 
To every ticklish reader! Set them down 
For sluttish spoils of opportunity,
And daughters of the game.
Troilus and Cressida, iv, 5
Troilus’ honour is bound up with Cressida’s honour is more complex. H onour dictates th a t
love for him. So when her love fails, and turns Ham let kill Claudius for the. m urder o f his
to  fickle lust, his love turns to hatred and the father. This would also go some o f the way
desire to  restore his honour through venge- towards wiping out the shame o f his m other’s
ance (M oss, 1973a, chapter I). adultery:
In Hamlet, the interaction o f love and
Hamlet. Rightly to be great
Is not to stir without great argument,
But greatly to find quarrel in a straw,
When honour’s at the stake. How stand I, then,
That have a father killed, a mother stained,
Excitements of my reason and my blood,
And let all sleep, while to my shame I see
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The imminent death of twenty thousand men 
That, for a fantasy and trick of fame,
Go to their graves like beds, fight for a plot 
Whcron the numbers cannot try the cause,
Which is not tomb enough and continent 
To hide the slain? O, from this time forth,
My thoughts be bloody, or be nothing worth!
Hamlet, iv, 4
But the excitements o f his reason run counter loves his m other, however disgusted he may
to  those o f his blood. F o r his blood says tha t he be  a t her sensuality. A nd though
Hamlet. ’tis most sweet
When in one line two crafts directly meet,
Hamlet, in, 4
the ‘c ra ft’ o f killing his uncle does not Like Troilus, Othello links his honour with 
‘directly m eet’ with that o f hurting his m other his love. So when he suspects that Desdem ona
-  he is no more than kin, but she is no less than  has betrayed him he becomes
‘k ind ’ (Moss, 1974).
An honourable murderer, if you will;
For nought I did in hate, but all in honour.
Othello, v, 2
And honour is Iago’s motive a lso ;
I hate the Moor;
And it is thought abroad that ’twixt my sheets 
Has done my office. I know not if’t be true;
Yet I, for mere suspicion in that kind,
Will do as if for surety.
Othello, i, 3
I t is appropriate, therefore, tha t it should be But the closest identification o f honour and
Iago who corrupts Othello, as that Isabella love is to be seen in Macbeth, where M acbeth’s 
should tempt Angelo -  their personalities are honour is impugned by the person who should 
vulnerable in the same places. love him m ost:
Lady Macbeth. Was the hope drunk
Wherein you dressed yourself? Hath it slept since,
And wakes it now to look so green and pale 
At what it did so freely ? From this time 
Such I account thy love. Art thou afeard 
To be the same in thine own act and valour 
As thou art in desire? Wouldst thou have that 
Which thou esteem’st the ornament of life,
And live a coward in thine own esteem, .
Letting ‘I dare no t’ wait upon ‘I would’,
Like the poor cat i’ th’ adage ?
Macbeth: Prithee, peace;
I dare do all that may become a man;
Who dares do more is none.
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Lady Macbeth. What beast was’t then
That made you make break this enterprise to me?
When you durst do it, then you were a man;
And to be more than what you were, you would 
Be so much more the man. ,
Macbeth, I, 7
So M acbeth murders Duncan in order to (1592—3), Titus Ahdronicus (1592—4) and
prove his manliness, just as Othello murders Romeo and Juliet (1594—6) do we see the
Desdemona in order to stifle the shame o f  attem pt to mix genres which produced, after
his supposed cuckoldry. Indeed, ‘withered 16O0rthe highly organized role and construct
m urder’ is said to walk ‘with T arquin’s system o f the revenge tragedy,
ravishing strides’, an image that completes the Now just such ‘ m onolithic’ construct
fusion o f political and sexual betrayal. systems have been found by M akhlouf-N orris
Thus from Troilus and Cressida (16004) to et at. (1970) to be characteristic o f obsessional
Macbeth (1605-6) we see a progressive neurotics, so we m ust now face the question :
tightening o f Shakespeare’s personal construct was Shakespeare an obsessional neurotic?
system. Before 1600 there were two relatively P art o f the answer has been supplied by S torr
independent subsystems, centring on the (1972).
themes o f honour arid love. Only in Richard I I I
To be psychotic or neurotic a man’s psychopathology m ust be, to some extent, out of control, and 
showing in the form of symptoms. One of the reasons thatcrcativc people arc apt to be labelled neurotic 
even when they arc not is that their psychopathology is also showing; but it is showing in their works, 
and not in the form of neurotic symptoms. The work is a positive adaptation, whereas neurosis is a 
failure in adaptation [p. 204].
Shakespeare’s obsessional psychopathology the years from  All's Well That Ends Well
certainly shows in his works. Ham let, for (1602—4), to Antony and Cleopatra (1606-7),
example, shows wide separation between his to The Two Noble Kinsmen (1612-13). We shall
actual and ideal self constructs, places himself now examine these briefly,
at both ends of several constructs, and con- A ll's  Well and Measure fo r  Measure are 
sequently has difficulties in decision-making -  aptly called ‘problem  com edies’, for they
all symptoms of obsessional neurosis (M akh- show Shakespeare wrestling with the problem
louf-M orris & Jones, 1971; M ilner et ah, o f how to break down the impasse created by
1971). But the creation of Hamlet must surely his superordinate construct ‘ loving-lustful’, 
be counted a positive adaptation. First, he attacks the ‘loving’ pole o f the
Nevertheless, it was obviously not adaptive construct, and asks: is it necessarily associated
enough for Shakespeare. F or he m ade several with chastity ?
further, and different kinds of, adaptation in
Parolles. It is not politic in the commonwealth of nature to preserve virginity. Loss of virginity is rational 
increase; and there was never virgin got till virginity was first lost. That you were made of is metal to 
make virgins. Virginity by once being lost may be ten times found; by being ever kept, it is ever lost. 
’Tis too cold a companion; away with’t.
Helena. I will stand for’t a little, though therefore I die a virgin.
Parolles. There’s little can be said in’t; ’tis against the rule of nature. To speak on the part of virginity 
is to accuse your mothers; which is most infallible disobedience. I Ic that hangs himself is a virgin; 
virginity murders itself, and should be buried in highways, out of all sanctified limit, as a desperate 
oflcndrcss against nature. Virginity breeds mites, much like a cheese; consumes itself to the very
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paring, and so dies with feeding his own stomach. Besides, virginity is peevish, proud, idle, made of 
self-love, which is the most inhibited sin in the canon.
; ' All's Well That Ends Well, I ,  1
Some critics have thought this unworthy of the Thus a  new synthesis is beginning to
bard, bu t it makes very good psychological emerge. Helena is both  a lustful Venus, and
sense. F or Helena, like Shakespeare, has a a long-suffering Lucrcce, and the first player
problem. She has conceived an ‘idolatrous o f a new role character -  the G ood W om an-
fancy’ for Bertram ’, and would dearly love to Redeemer. M oreover, a  new construct,
lose her virginity to  him. But he will not think ‘p ro u d -p a tien t’, is taking over the control
of marrying a physician’s daughter -  she is too mechanism a t the heart o f Shakespeare’s
far beneath him in social status. system. The root o f all evil is pride, and while
These echoes of Venus and Adonis are the com bination o f pride and lust may have
swiftly dispelled by Shakespeare. He vilifies terrible consequences, as i n Troilus and
the proud Bertram and rewards the patience o f Cressida, the com bination o f pride and
Helena. By curing the K ing o f his disease she chastity can be no less destructive, as when
wins the right to m arry Bertram, and finally Isabella refuses to  surrender her virginity to
secures him (as does M ariana Angelo in Angelo in order to  save her bro ther’s life:
Measure fo r  Measure) by means o f a  ‘bed- 
trick ’.
Then, Isabel, live chaste, and, brother, die:
More than our brother is our chastity.
Measure fo r  Measure, n, 4
She exemplifies Langland’s ‘ Chastity w ithout educated in bawdiness by Jack Falstaff and his
Charity is chained in hell’ (quoted by Rossiter, com panions o f the Cheapside tavern. Evi-
1961), and in her pride shows herself unfit to  dently a sympathy with the Tow er’ elements
play the role of the G ood W om an-Redeem er. o f life was part o f Shakespeare’s conception
Now the related role o f the G ood K ing- of the fully rounded person; and his concern
Redeemer we have already come across in the to unmask hypocrisy in this respect is shown
shape o f Henry V ; and his descendants are the not only in the histories bu t also in the
King in A ll's W ell and the Duke in Measure comedies, from  where it passed, by that pro-
fo r  Measure (as well as Prospero in The cess of systematic tightening which we have
Tempest). The Duke, however, is not amused already observed, into the plays o f the tragic
by the bawdy Lucio, and eventually marries period. Thus Touchstone o f his desire t o .
the chaste Isabella; whereas Prince Hal was m arry Audrey:
I press in here, sir, amongst the rest of the country copulatives, to swear and to forswear, according as 
marriage binds and blood breaks. A poor virgin, sir, an ill-favoured thing, sir, but mine own; a poor 
humour of mine, sir, to take that no man else will. Rich honesty dwells like a miser, sir, in a poor house; 
as your pearl in your foul oyster.
As You Like It, v, 4
A nd the same theme in another key:
Countess. Tell me thy reason why thou wilt marry.
Clown. My poor body, madam, requires it. I am driven on by the flesh; and he must needs go that the 
devil drives.
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For, as Angelo discovers,
Blood, thou art blood.
Let’s write ‘good angel’ on the devil’s horn; 
’Tis not the devil’s crest.
H um an nature m ust be respected as a  fact, 
whatever value one puts on it.
But reconsideration of the fact o f betrayal 
m ade Shakespeare revalue this movement
Measure for Measure,n , 4
towards greater toleration, which resulted in a 
convulsive retightening o f his system, accpm- 
panied by violent expulsion o f alien elem ents:
Timon. Let me look back upon thee. O thou wall,
That girdlest in those wolves, dive in the earth,
And fence not Athens! Matrons, turn incontinent!
Obedience fail in children! slaves and fools,
Pluck the grave wrinkled senate from the bench,
And minister in their steads! To general filths 
Convert, o’ the instant, green virginity !
Do’t in your parents’ eyes! Bankrupts, hold fast;
Rather than render back, out with your knives,
And cut your trusters’ throats! Bound servants, steal! -  
Large-handed robbers your grave masters are, -  
And pill by law. Maid, to thy master’s bed;
Thy mistress is o’ the brothel! Son of sixteen,
Pluck the lin’d crutch from thy old limping sire, v
With it beat out his brains! Piety, and fear,
Religion to the gods, peace, justice, truth, ‘
Domestic awe, night-rest and neighbourhood,
Instruction, manners, mysteries and trades,
Degrees, observances, customs and laws,
Decline to your confounding contraries,
And let confusion live! Plagues incident to men,
Your potent and infectious fevers heap 
On Athens, ripe for stroke! Thou cold sciatica,
Cripple our senators, that their limbs may halt 
As lamely as their manners! Lust and liberty,
Creep in their minds and marrows of our youth,
T h a t’gainst the stream of virtue they may strive,
And drown themselves in riot! Itches, blains,
Sow all the Athenian bosoms, and their crop 
Be general leprosy! Breath infect breath,
That their society, as their friendship, may 
Be merely poison! Nothing I’ll bear from thee 
But nakedness, thou detestable town !
Take thou that too, with multiplying bans!
Timon will to the woods; where he shall find 
The unkindest beast more kinder than mankind.
Timon o f Athens, iv, 1
I f  the D ark  Lady was the precipitating cause wonder whether Shakespeare did no t have a 
o f this vision o f universal chaos, then we may hand in the Authorized Version o f 1611:
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And there came one of the seven angels which had the seven vials, and talked with me, saying unto me, 
'•‘Come-hither; I will shew unto thee the judgement of the great wjiorc that sittcth upon many waters: 
with whom the kings of the earth have committed fornication, and the inhabitants o f the earth have 
been made drunk with the wincof her fornication.’ So he carried me away in the spirit into the wilderness: 
and I saw a woman sit upon a scarlet coloured beast, full of names of blasphemy, having seven heads 
and ten horns. And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet colour, and decked with gold and 
precious stones and pearls, having a golden cup in her hand full of abominations and filthiness of her 
fornication: and upon her forehead was a name written, m y s t e r y ,.b a b y l o n  t h e  g r e a t , t h e  m o t h e r  o f  
h a r l o t s  a n d  a b o m in a t io n s  o f  t h e  e a r t h . And I saw the woman drunken with the blood of the saints, 
and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus.
Revelation, 17, vv. 1-6
In  any case, there seems to  have been some therapeutic effect:
Timon. My long sickness
Of health and living now begins to mend,
And nothing brings me all things.
Timon o f  Athens, v, 1
But we can hardly call this a positive adapta- King Lear, for which it may have been a first
tion -  for Timon, th a t is : for Shakespeare, the draft.
creation o f Tim on may have been positively Now the obsessional elements in King Lear 
adaptive after the m anner o f the behaviourist were illustrated a t the beginning o f this paper,
techniques o f ‘m odelling’ and ‘implosion The precipitating cause o f that outburst (or
therapy’ (Rachm an et al„ 1971; Horow itz & ‘im plosion’) was the lust and treachery of the
Becker, 1971). sisters Goncril and Regan, whose nature is
T h ep o s itio n o f Timon o f  Athens will become contrasted with tha t o f Cordelia, the third
clearer if we compare it with the not dissimilar sister
Who redeems nature from the general curse 
Which twain have brought her to.
King Lear, iv, 6
‘The Two N atu res’ (Dariby, 1948), the one o f ordinate construct in terms o f which the whole
pride and lust and the other o f patience and of life is construed and evaluated. For, as
charity, arc elevated into a single, most super- Goffman (1971) says,
these core values establish for everyone in the society an understanding of how lie might be judged 
wanting. Furthermore, these understandings do not refer only to specific demands but also to principles 
that can be applied to every face-to-face social situation. Given this primal lore, the individual finds 
himself not so much with a guide for action (although presumably on occasions there is that), but a 
guide as to what to be alive to, a guide that tells him what is sccablc in a particular situation and therefore 
what it is to which he might be well advised to take a stand [pp. 222-3],
Lear takes a stand against lust, because lust is appears to have happened is tha t the ortho­
associated with pride and hypocrisy under one gonal structure o f the problem  comedies’
pole of the two natures construct. W hat system
pride
I
■ I '
lust - - - j - - —charity
i
t
patience
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has given way to  a single axis
pride patience
lust charity
along which all the m ajor constructs are Cordelia embodies. But as if to  m ake up for
ranged. This brings greater simplicity to  the this omission, lust is construed as even more
system as a  whole, bu t still leaves certain vital fundam entally evil than  pride. F o r while pride
questions unanswered. F o r what, we may ask, can be humbled and hypocrisy unm asked, lust
has happened to chastity ? The answer o f the is an ineradicable p a rt o f  hum an nature which
problem  comedies was th a t chastity may therefore cannot be redeemed. Lear is re-
partake o f pride (Angelo, Isabella) and lust deemed; in the course of the play he travels the
o f patience (Helena, M ariana), and th a t the whole distance from  the N ature o f pride to  the
com bination of pride and chastity is ultimately N ature o f humility, the m ad scenes on the
the more dangerous because it involves the heath representing the m idpoint in his journey
repression of lust untempered by patience, o f the soul. And even Edmund, the quint-
King Lear, on the other hand, makes no essential machiavel, finds a place within the
m ention o f chastity : it is charity , rather, which charm ed circle:
Edmund. What you have charg'd me with, that have I done, .
And more, much more; the time will bring it out.
’Tis past, and so am I. But what art thou 
That hast this fortune on me? If thou'rt noble,
I do forgive thee. v
Edgar. Let’s exchange charity. •'
I am no less in blood than thou art, Edmund;
If more, the more th’hast wronged me.
My name is Edgar, and thy father’s son.
The gods are just, and of our pleasant vices 
Make instruments to plague us:
The dark and vicious place where thee he got 
Cost him his eyes.
Edmund. Th’hast spoken right, ’tis true;
The wheel is come full circle . . .
1 pant for life. Some good I mean to do,
Despite of mine own nature. Quickly send-  
Be brief in't -  to tli’ castle; for my writ 
Is on the life of Lear and on Cordelia.
King Lear, v, 3
But even in the middle o f this scene of m utual clothes dropped on the floor. It is something
forgiveness, Shakespeare cannot withhold a outside the ordered scheme, and therefore out
reference to ‘the dark and vicious p lace’. The of con tro l’ (Storr, 1972, p. 110).
lustful Goneril and Regan feel no remorse. So A nd so we come to Antony and Cleopatra, a 
Shakespeare, too, feels no remorse in con- play which has baffled the critics no less than
demning them to outer darkness amidst the it has dazzled them  (Moss, 19736)- Thus
foulest language that even he ever penned to Bradley (1909): ‘although Antony and Cleo-
paper. F o r lust and chastity still do not quite patra  may be for us as wonderful an achieve-
iit into his system; and ‘ the fact which does ment as the greatest o f Shakespeare’s plays, it
no t fit into the current scientific hypothesis has not an equal value’(!). Part o f this critical
may give rise to  the same irritation as the discom fort seems to arise from  the belief that
crooked picture, the dirt in the corner, or the Shakespeare has loved his lovers no t wisely
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but too  well. The play is ‘ im m oral ’, some feel Blasphemy or not, I believe tha t the play is
(e.g. W im satt, 1954), hastily tightening their best construed as a tragedy of reconciliation
critical construct systems. The reconciliation and redemption through m utual forgiveness,
o f Antony and C leopatra cannot, it is felt, be with Antony playing the role of A donis-
placed on the same level as tha t o f Lear and Tarquin-R edeem cr and Cleopatra that of
C o rd e l ia - ‘ to the Shakespeare who wrote Venus-Lucrcce-Redecm er.
King Lear it would surcly smack of blasphemy ’ In Antony and Cleopatra, as in Troilus and
(Danby, 1952). Cressida, the world is split by a quarre l:
Enobarbus. Then, world, thou hast a pair of chaps no more;
And throw between them all the food thoujiast,
They’ll grind the one the other.
Antony and Cleopatra, ui, 5
Ostensibly, the quarrel is between Caesar and unlike Ham let he finally makes a  decision -  in
A ntony, bu t in fact it is between Caesar and favour o f Cleopatra.
Cleopatra, Rome and Egypt, H onour and The decision costs him  dear. F o r she betrays 
Eros -  with the soul o f A ntony as their bone him twice, and after the second time he feels
o f contention. He hesitates, like H am let; but more than ever a victim of Venus’ evil genius.
Antony. All is lost!
This foul Egyptian hath betrayed me.
My fleet hath yielded to the foe, and yonder 
They cast their caps up and carouse together 
Like friends long lost. Triple-turn'd whore!’Tis thou 
Hast sold me to this novice, and my heart 
Makes only wars on thee. Bid them all fly;
For when I am revenged upon my charm -
I have done all. Bid them all fly, be gone.
[Exit Scarus.]
O sun, thy uprise shall I see no more.
Fortune and Antony part here, even here 
Do we shake hands. All come to this ? The hearts 
That spanieled me at heels, to whom I gave 
Their wishes, do discandy, melt their sweets 
On blossoming Caesar; and this pine is barked,
.. That overtopped (hem all. Betrayed 1 am.
O this false sdul of ..Egypt! This grave charm,
Whose eye becked forth my wars, and called them home,
Whose bosom was my crownet, my chief end,
Like a right gypsy hath at fast and loose 
Beguiled me, to the very heart of loss.
What, Eros, Eros!
[Enter Cleopatra.]
Ah, thou spell! Avaunt!
Cleopatra. Why is my lord enraged against his love?
Antony. Vanish, or I shall give thee thy deserving 
And blemish Caesar’s triumph. Let him take thee .
And hoist thee up to the shouting plebeians;
Follow his chariot, like the greatest spot 
Of all thy sex; most monster-like, be shown 
For poor'st diminutives, for dolts, and let
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Patient Octavia plough thy visage up
With her prepared nails. : [Exit Cleopatra.]
Antony and Cleopatra, iv, 12
A t this m om ent Cleopatra, deeply hurt, is A n to n y ’s ‘the witch m ust d ie ’ rem inds us o f
m ore like Desdem ona than Cressida. A nd . O thello:
Yet she must die, else she’ll betray more men. O th e llo ,\ ,2
But a t this moment, too, the spectre of revenge tinuing love and fidelity to  her and leaving
fades away. her_toJam ent ‘the noble ruin of her m agic’.
The first movement towards redemption W hat happens now can only be described
comes from another o f C leopatra’s stratagems, as the complete metamorphosis o f C leopatra -
She locks herself in the m onum ent and sends and a breathtaking dem onstration o f the
w ord to  Antony that she has killed herself. He, possibilities o f ‘art therapy’,
stricken with grief, repents o f his Tarquin-like She becomes first,
rage and  stabs himself, thus proving his con-
No more but e’en a woman, and commanded 
By such poor passion as the maid that milks 
And does the meanest chares.
Antony and Cleopatra, iv, 15
In other words, she sheds her pride. Next, she decides to  purge frail femininity through a 
manly death: ^
My resolution’s plac’d, and I have nothing 
Of woman in me. How from head to foot 
I am marble-constant; now the fleeting moon 
No planet is of mine.
Antony and Cleopatra, v, 2
This abjuration o f the moon, symbol o f fickle lust, proves her descent from  the faithful Juliet:
O, swear not by the moon, th’ inconstant moon,
That monthly changes in her circled orb,
Lest that thy love prove likewise variable.
Romeo and Juliet, ii, 2
Finally, she is ready to rejoin her R om eo:
Give me my robe, put on my crown; I have 
Immortal longings in me. Now no more .
The juice of Egypt’s grape shall moist this lip.
Yare, yare, good Iras; quick. Methinks I hear 
Antony call. I see him rouse himself 
To praise my noble act. I hear him mock 
. The luck of Caesar, which the gods give men 
To excuse their after wrath. Husband, I come.
Now to that name my courage prove my title!
I am fire and air; my other elements 
I give to baser life.
Antony and Cleopatra, v, 2
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The function o f this last image will become clearer if we rem em ber A ntony’s description 
o f the Nile crocodile:
It lives by that which nourisheth it, and the elements once out of it, it transmigrates.
Antony and Cleopatra, n, 7
A ntony’s elements were fire and a i r - h e  enabled to  leave her elements o f earth  and
would have fought ‘i ’ th ’ fire o r i’ th ’ a ir ’, and w ater -  further symbols o f fickle l u s t - ‘to
swore ‘by the fire tha t quickens N ilus’ slime'’, baser life’. Indeed, the logic o f the imagery
that mixture o f earth  and water whose suggests tha t their better selves are identified
quickening by the fire o f A ntony’s passion at this m om ent; Rom an H onour is atoned
generated Cleopatra, . the ‘serpent o f old with Egyptian-E ros, the male and female
N ile’. But once he is dead his elements trans- principles reconciled,
m ig ra te - in to  Cleopatra, who is thereby Caesar sums up the significance o f her death;
she looks like sleep,
As she would catch another Antony 
In her strong toil of grace.
Antony and Cleopatra, v, 2
‘G race’ always means redem ption in Shake- grace’ makes us think o f her form er coils o f
speare’s tragic period, and ‘her strong toil o f desire -
The flesh being proud. Desire doth fight with Grace
The Rape o f  Lucrece, 712
But she who was the incarnation o f Desire is been redeemed through Love; and Chastity
now become the image o f  G race; Lust has has been given a  new meaning:
Death is now the phoenix’ nest;
And the turtle’s loyal breast 
To eternity doth rest,
Leaving no posterity-  
’Twas not their infirmity,
It was married chastity.
The Phoenix and Turtle
And so Shakespeare has finally convinced himself tha t
A woman is a dish for the gods if the devil dress her not.
Antony and Cleopatra, v, 2 (contrast Troilus and Cressida v, 2, 55)
He has done it through providing a paragon for the D ark  Lady:
So shalt thou feed on Death, that feeds on men,
And, Death once dead, there’s no more dying then.
Sonnet 146
H e has forgiven her as A ntony forgave Cleo- to  sustain. After one last -  and very chaste -  
patra. tragedy, Coriolanus, the  beast o f unredeemed
But the synthesis o f Antony and Cleopatra lust broke out again : 
was too  comprehensive even for Shakespeare
•The cloyed will-  
That satiate yet unsatisfied desire, that tub
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"Both filled and running -  ravening first the Iamb,.
Longs after for the garbage.
Cymbeline, I, 6
All the romances are dram as o f forgiveness Cordelia and quite unlike Cleopatra. Once
and redem ption; b u t the angel o f Grace in music was the food o f love, bu t now
these late plays is no m ore than  a shadow o f
This music crept by me upon the waters,
Allaying both their fury, and my passion,
With its sweet air.
~  ' The Tempest, in, 4
Once alm ost the whole o f nature could be logyi This reaches its peak in the last play in
redeemed. But now the range is circum scribed: which he is thought to  have participated, The
all women arc chaste and fair, all colours Two Noble Kinsmen. Two cousins, Palamon
‘ white as driven snow ’, all spirits ‘ melted into and Arcite, both love Emilia, so they decide to
air, into thin a ir ’. fight a  duel to determine who shall have her.
The ritualistic nature of this final phase of First Arcite invokes M ars in his defence. Then 
Shakespeare’s career is the clearest indication Palam on calls on Venus; for whom Shake-
o f the obsessional nature o f his psychopatho- speare summons up his waning pow ers:
Hail sovereign queen of secrets, who hast power 
To call the fiercest tyrant from his rage
And weep unto a girl; that hast the might s
Even with an eye-glance to choke Mars’ drum 
And turn th’ alarm to whisper ; that canst make 
A cripple flourish with his crutch, and cure him 
Before Apollo; that may’st force the king 
To be his subject’s vassal, and induce 
Stale Gravity to dance: the polled bachelor 
Whose youth like wanton boys through bonfires 
Have skipped thy flame, at seventy thou canst catch 
. ' And make him, to the scorn of his hoarse throat,
Abuse young lays of love; what godlike power 
Hast thou not power upon?
The Two Noble Kinsmen, v, 1
M ars helps Arcite to win the duel; but Venus the real winner, it seems, is Emilia’s patron, 
makes him suffer a fatal fall from  his horse. So Diana,, the goddess of chastity:
O sacred, shadowy, cold and constant queen,
Abandoner of revels, mute contemplative,
Sweet, solitary, white as chaste, and pure 
As wind-fanned snow, who to thy female knights 
Allow’sl no more blood than will make a blush,
Which is their order’s robe! I here thy priest 
Am humbled’fore thy altar. O vouchsafe 
With that thy rare green eye, which never yet 
Beheld thing maculate, look on thy virgin;
And sacred silver mistress, lend thine ear -  
Which ne’er heard scurrile term, into whose port
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Ne’er entered wanton sound -  to my petition
Seasoned with holy fear.
The Two Noble Kinsmen, v, 1
The fear o f lust has driven Shakespeare into love, th a t o f the kinsmen for each other, is 
the frigid embrace o f chastity, while ‘tru e ’ dead:
Palamon. O cousin,
That we should things desire that do cost us 
The loss of our desire! That naught could buy 
Dear love but loss of dear love! ___ _
The Two Noble Kinsmen, v, 4
We are back to  Love and Lust, and their cribed this as (i) the diagnostic analysis o f the 
incompatibility. patient’s construct system; (ii) the creation o f
a role character completely different from the 
T o 'sum  up, at the centre o f Shakespeare’s patient’s own personality but fitting his life
personal construct system was a  tightly knit s ituation ; (iii) guidance by role rehearsal in the
group of ideas revolving round what he con- therapeutic sessions. I f  roles are, very roughly,
strued to  be the incompatibility o f love and constructs in action (Moss, 19736), then ro le-' 
lust. He sought to  unravel this knot in the playing, whether in vivo o r in ‘th em in d ’s eye’,
plot o f the revenge tragedy, in the role relation- should have an effect on person-construing,
ships o f A donis-Tarquin and Venus-Lucrece. The only proviso th a t needs to  be made is tha t
But this attem pt was only partially successful; the roles played, while fitting the life situation,
and full adaptation was achieved only after should also be sufficiently different from  that
the addition o f a new role, the Redeemer, and situation to offer h o p e 'o f  a  different be-
a new construct, ‘pride-patience’, in the story havioural outcome. Thus while the dram as of
oTAntony and Cleopatra. This play m arks the Troilus and Cressida, Othello and Desdemona,
climax o f Shakespeare’s creative career: the and Antony and, C leopatra all, in their
romances represent no more than ‘a dying different ways, reflect the real-life situation o f
fa ll’, a ritualistic obeisance to  the. magic Shakespeare and the D ark  Lady, only the plot
form ula o f redemption. Finally, rigor mortis o f  Antony and Cleopatra prom ised a real
sets in, with the vultures of lust and chastity solution to  his problems,
devouring the corpse whose spirit, with love, One may object, finally, tha t a whole person 
had fled to heaven. is not the sum o f his constructs, nor even of
Now our analysis o f the creative phase o f his roles. To say, for example, , tha t both
Shakespeare’s career reveals a pattern  similar H am let and Othello play the role o f A donis-
to  tha t o f the Kellyan technique known as Tarquin is to ignore the way in which
‘fixed role therapy’. Bonarius (1970) has des-
- A little more than kin, and less than kind Hamlet, i, 2.
and
Keep up your bright swords, for the dew will rust them Othello, i, 2
re the utterances o f such different personali- any o f the ‘typifying’ categories used by
ies. These, utterances are what Garfinkcl science. For the uniqueness o f a person, and
1967) calls ‘indexical expressions’ ; they the ability to portray uniqueness in art, are not
dentify their speaker uniquely w ithout using susceptible o f scientific explanation. The
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psychologist can only plead th a t the structural, C leopatra may increase our appreciation of
role-construct analysis o f a person such as the u n iq u e ‘indcxicality’ o f
The stroke of death is as a lover’s pinch,
Which hurts and is desir’d
Antony arid Cleopatra, v, 2
by m aking us think o f all the other, very d if- suicide are combined in Shakespeare,
ferent ways in which the roles o f lover and
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APPENDIX 3.
Towards a Mora L i t e r a t e  P sycho logy .
There a re  b a s ic a l ly  two ways o f  d e s c r ib in g  a man' : e i t h e r  as a s e t
o f  measurements on v a r io u s  a b s tra c t  d im e ns ion s , s o c ia l ,  econom ic, and
o th e rw is e ; o r in  a c o n c re te  im age. The f i r s t  i s  th e  way o f  s c ie n c e ; the  
second, th a t  o f  a r t .  Now psycholo g y  i s  a s c ie n c e , and as such i s  
com m itted  to  th e  a b s t ra c t iv e  methods o f  s c i e n t i f i c  measurement. B ut i t s  
aim i s  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  man, so i t  cannot ig n o re  th e  m a jo r non - 
s c i e n t i f i c  pa th  to  th a t  u n d e rs ta n d in g . My aim in  t h i s  essay i s  to  show 
how th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  a r t  -  and in  p a r t i c u la r ,  o f  d ra m a t ic .a r t  -  can
deepen and in fo rm  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  man.
There i s ,  o f  c o u rse , one a re a , r o le  th e o ry ,  in  w hich a r t  has a lre a d y  
made a c o n s id e ra b le  c o n t r ib u t io n  to  s c ie n c e . But th e  f u l l  range o f  th e  
d ra m a tic  m etaphor has h a rd ly  begun to  be e x p lo ite d .  Thus a r o le  can be 
co n s id e re d  in  r e la t io n  ( i )  to  i t s e l f ,  ( i i )  to  i t s  c re a to r ,  ( i i i )  to  i t s  
c o n s t i tu e n t  s u b - ro le s ,  ( i v )  to  i t s  a c to r ,  and (v )  to  i t s  s p e c ta to rs .
Each o f  the se  a spec ts  opens up a d i f f e r e n t  p e rs p e c t iv e  on to  what one 
m ig h t c a l l  a more l i t e r a t e  p sych o lo g y . I  s h a l l  examine each in  t u r n ,  
and the n  tu r n  to  th e  n o t io n  o f  th e  im a g in a t io n  as th a t  w hich makes them 
cohere in  th e  r e a l l i f e  o f  a man.
( i )  The r o le  in  r e la t io n  to  i t s e l f  i s  s im p ly  th e  r o le  as a work o f  
a r t ,  th e  more o r le s s  p re c is e  form  o f  a more, o r le s s  in c h o a te  c o n te n t.  
Thus th e  r o le  o f  Ham let i n . r e la t io n  to  i t s e l f  i s  th e  f in is h e d  c h a ra c te r  
as we see him in  th e  modern t e x t  in  r e la t io n  to  th e  c lo u d y  shape w hich 
Shakespeare had in  mind when he f i r s t  came to  w r i te  th e  p la y^
Now w h ile  th e  r e la t io n  o f  form  to  c o n te n t in  g e n e ra l i s  a s u b je c t
f o r  th e  p h ilo s o p h e r  o f  a r t ,  th e  p a r t i c u la r  r e la t io n  o f  Ham let t o 'h im s e l f  
i s  th e  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c ' s  conce rn . He must f i r s t  a na lyse  th e  r h e to r ic a l  
d e v ice s  o f, im a g e ry , rhy thm , d ic t io n ,  e t c . ,  which go to  make up th e  whole 
fo rm . Then he must judge  w hether th e  fo rm , th u s  i l lu m in a te d ,  re v e a ls  a 
s u b s ta n t ia l  c o n te n t.
The p s y c h o lo g is t  can h e lp  bo th  th e .p h ilo s o p h e r  and th e  c r i t i c .
He can h e lp  th e  p h ilo s o p h e r by a tte m p tin g  to  c o n s tru c t  a th e o ry  o f  th e  
c re a t iv e  im a g in a t io n ,  in c lu d in g  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  ro u te s  whereby 
p re l im in a ry  id e a s  a ch ieve  f in is h e d  e x p re s s io n , which would p ro v id e  a 
s o l id  base f o r  p h i lo s o p h ic a l g e n e ra l is a t io n .  He can h e lp  th e  c r i t i c  by 
p u rs u in g  th e  ana logy between th e  c r i t i c ' s  a n a ly s is  o f  a r o le  and th e  
p s y c h o lo g is t 's  assessm ent o f  a p e rson . Fo r both  p sycho lo g y  and l i t e r a r y -  
c r i t i c i s m  a re  concerned w ith  th e  ways in  which th o u g h t and em otion  a re  
communicated th ro u g h  language ; and th e  p s y c h o lo g is t 's  approach may be 
com plem entary w ith  th e  c r i t i c ' s  in  t h i s  re s p e c t . Thus : I  have made a 
c a s e -s tu d y  o f  Ham let from  th e  v ie w p o in t o f  p e rs o n a l c o n s tru c t  th e o ry  
and r o le  th e o ry  combined (Moss, 1974a).
The e s s e n t ia l d i f fe re n c e  between a person and a d ra m a tic  r o le  
l i e s  in  th e  more f in is h e d ,  fo rm a l q u a l i t y  o f  th e  work o f  a r t .  A r o le  
has fo rm ; i t  i s  bounded both  s p a t ia l l y  and te m p o ra lly ;  and in  a 
s u c c e s s fu l p la y  i t  has a coherence and c o n t in u i t y  t h a t  we lo o k  f o r  in  
v a in  in  everyday l i f e .  T ha t i s  why, p a r a d o x ic a l ly ,  th e  i l l u s i o n  o f  a 
r e a l person  i s  much more v iv id l y  conveyed in  th e  a r t i s t i c  fo rm  o f  a 
p lay : tha n  in  any amount o f  n a t u r a l i s t i c  docum entary. . Queen E liz a b e th  I
was so conv inced  o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  F a ls t a f f  in  Henry IV th a t  she demanded 
to  know how he would behave when in  lo v e  -  hence The M erry  W ives o f  
W indso r. For ju s t  as th e re  i s  .more to  a person tha n  we can e ve r see, ' 
so we see more in  a r o le  t h a r r r s  in  f a c t  in  th e  s c r ip t .
U/e have two p a r a l le l  d is t in c t io n s  h e re , bo th  stemming from  th e  
more g e n e ra l d is t in c t io n  between form  and c o n te n t.  The f i r s t  i s  between 
th e  d ra m a tic  r o le  and th e  im a g in a ry  person p o r tra y e d  in  th e  r o le .  T h is  
person may s t a r t  as a shadowy f ig u r e  in  th e  c r e a to r 's  m ind suggested  
e i t h e r  by some l i t e r a r y  source  ( e . g . ,  f o r  H am le t, Am leth  in  H is t o r ia  D a n ica ) 
o r a p e rs o n a l a cq u a in ta n ce  (The E a r l o f  Essex has been suggested  as 
H a m le t’ s m o d e l). He i s  g ra d u a lly  shaped and d e fin e d  th ro u g h  su c c e s s iv e  
d r a f t s  u n t i l  he f in d s  h is  most c o n c re te  and v iv id  fo rm  in  th e  f in is h e d  
s c r ip t .  The second d is t in c t io n  i s  between th e  mass o f  con fused  s e n s a t io n s , 
th o u g h ts , and fe e l in g s  which one u s u a lly  fe e ls  o n e s e lf  to  be, and th e  
co he re n t s e l f  w hich one would l i k e  to  be and w h ich , one f e e ls ,  one 
e s s e n t ia l ly  i s .
There i s  a r e a l sense,, th e r e fo r e ,  in  which to u t  le  monde e x is te  pour 
a b o u t i r  a un l i v r e . I t  i s  n o t th a t  one w ishes to  resem ble  any l i t e r a r y  
c h a ra c te r  o r r o le  in  i t s  c o n te n t , f o r  each in d iv id u a l  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  
u n iq u e . I t  i s  ra th e r  th e  f in is h e d ,  fo rm a l q u a l i t y  o f  a r o le  t h a t  one 
would do w e ll  to  e m u la te , th e  way in  which each word and a c t io n  i s  
e x p re s s iv e  o f  th a t  r o le 's  d e v e lo p in g  p e r s o n a l i ty  w ith  no d is t r a c t io n s  
o r i r r e le v a n c ie s .  S im i la r ly ,  a p s y c h o th e ra p is t  does n o t a tte m p t to  
change a p e rs o n 's  p e r s o n a li ty  in  any fundam en ta l way. R a th e r, he a tte m p ts
to  'b r in g  him ro u n d 1 to  h im s e lf ,  h is  r o le  in  l i f e , '  and to  c re a te  'a c o n te x t 
in  which h is  words and a c t io n s  w i l l  be .more d i r e c t l y  e x p re s s iv e  o f  th a t  
r o le .  ;
( i i )  I  have a lre a d y  touched upon th e  r e la t io n  o f  a r o le  to  i t s  c re a to r ,  
a f i e l d  where, p s y c h o lo g is ts  have n o t fe a re d  to  t re a d  -  and w ith  some most 
unh o ly  consequences. The c r i t i c  N o rth ro p  F rye  (1970) has warned o f  th e  
dangers o f  an approach in  w hich " th e  w h ite ne ss  o f  Moby D ick  i s  e x p la in e d  
as a L o ck ia n  ta b u la  ra s a , o r .A l ic e  i n  W onderland d iscu sse d  in  te rm s o f  
h e r h y p o th e t ic a l t o i l e t  t r a in in g ,  o r A rn o ld 's  'Where ig n o ra n t  a rm ies  
c la s h  by n ig h t '  taken  as a c o v e r t  re fe re n c e  to  th e  c o p u la t io n  o f  h is  
p a re n ts " .  He p roposes , as "a  c o r r e c t iv e  to  th e  excesses o f  b io g re p h ic a l 
c r i t i c i s m " ,  "a  s tud y  o f  a p o e t 's  whole w o rk " , w hich "m ig h t form  th e  b a s is  
o f  a k in d  o f  'p s y c h o lo g ic a l ' c r i t i c i s m  th a t  would o p e ra te  w ith in  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  and so p ro v id e  some ba lance  f o r  th e  k in d  th a t  ends in  th e  
bosom o f F reud . P o e try  i s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  a te c h n iq u e  o f  com m unica tion  : 
i t  engages th e  consc ious  p a r t  o f  th e  mind as w e ll  as th e  m u rk ie r  a re a s , 
and what a poe t succeeds in  com m unicating to  o th e rs  i s  a t  le a s t  as 
im p o r ta n t as what he f a i l s  to  re s o lv e  f o r  h im s e lf .  One1 soon becomes 
aware th a t  every  poe t has h is  own d is t in c t i v e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  im a g e ry , 
which u s u a lly  emerges even in  h is  e a r l ie s t  w ork , and w h ich  does n o t and. 
canno t e s s e n t ia l ly  change".
L e t us c o n s id e r how the se  s t r ic t u r e s  would a p p ly  to  th e  r e la t io n  
o f  Hamlet to  Shakespeare.. Many peop le  have s p e c u la te d  th a t  Shakespeare 
p u t a . lo t  o f  h im s e lf  in t o  H am le t. Not o n ly  d id  he c a l l  h is  o n ly  son 
Hamnet: Ham let i s  som eth ing o f  a d ra m a tis t  h im s e lf ,  w h ile  h is  a d v ic e  
to  th e  P la y e rs  shows th a t  he knew a l o t  about a c t in g .  I t  i s  a re a so n a b le
s u p p o s it io n ,  th e r e fo r e ,  th a t  H a m le t’ s problem s a re  s im i la r  to  Shakespeare 's 
own. But one must n o t im m e d ia te ly  jump to  th e  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  Shakespeare 
a ls o  had an a d u lte ro u s  m other — much le s s  an Oedipus com plex. ‘
lilhat one m ig h t c a l l  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  approach w ou ld  proceed more 
c a u t io u s ly ,  and s t a r t  by examing th e  's u r fa c e ' p l o t : -  A w ife  b e tra y s  
he r husband. Her son re a c ts  w ith  p u r i t a n ic a l  d is g u s t .  Then he le a rn s  
th a t  h is  m o th e r 's  lo v e r  has m urdered h is  f a th e r .  He d e c id e s  on revenge , 
and e v e n tu a lly  succeeds, hav ing  h u m ilia te d  h is  m other and d r iv e n  h is  
g i r l f r i e n d  to  a muddy d e a th . ‘ .
I f  we now compare t h i s  p lo t  w ith  o th e rs  in  Shakespeare , we n o t ic e  
t h a t  in  a l l  o f  th e  p la y s  w r i t t e n  between 1600 and 1607 — th a t  i s ,  
from  T r o i lu s  and C re s s id a , th ro u g h  H a m le t, O th e l lo , and L e a r , to  
Antony and C le o p a tra  -  se xua l b e tra y a l i s  th e  main o r a s u b s id ia ry  
theme. Only in  Ham let and Lea r i s  t h i s  theme l in k e d  w ith  p a r e n t - c h i ld  
r e la t io n s h ip s ,  so we have no f i r m  ev idence  f o r  such a l in k a g e  in  th e  
'deep s t r u c tu r e ' o f  S hakespea re 's  p e r s o n a l i t y .  But th e re  i s  th e  
s u g g e s tio n  th a t  Shakespeare had some k in d  o f  se xua l p rob lem , th e  
symptoms o f  which a re  to  be found  in  L e a r 's  (and T im o n 's ) fe ro c io u s  
b u t d ra m a t ic a l ly  i r r e le v a n t  in v e c t iv e s  a g a in s t l u s t .  The ev idence  
becomes c o m p e llin g  i f  we in c lu d e  th e  p ro b a b ly  a u to b io g ra p h ic a l o r ig in  
o f  th e  Dark Lady Sonnets and " th e  d is t in c t i v e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  im a g e ry " 
w h ich , from  Uenus and A donis onw ards, l in k s  lu s t  w ith  g lu t to n y ,  a v a r ic e ,  
and m urder. I  have d iscu ssed  t h is  h y p o th e s is  in  more d e t a i l  in  my 
c a se -s tu d y  o f  Shakespeare (Moss, 1974b).
I  have c a l le d  t h i s  approach ' s t r u c t u r a l i s t 1 in s o fa r  a s . i t s  ' 
in fe re n c e s  a re  based on th e  s t r u c tu r e  common to  s e v e ra l works ra th e r  
than  on th e  c o n te n t o f  a s in g le  w ork. In  t h i s  re s p e c t i t  resem bles 
th e  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  s tu d y  o f  myth and to tem ism  as p ra c t is e d  by L e v i -  
S tra u s s . "C ons ide red  as in d iv id u a l  ite m s  o f  c u ltu r e  a to te m ic  r i t u a l  
o r.m y th  i s  syn ta g m a tic  -  i t  c o n s is ts  o f  a sequence o f  d e t a i ls  l in k e d  
to g e th e r  in  a c h a in ; an im a ls  and men a re  a p p a re n t ly  in te rc h a n g e a b le , 
C u ltu re  and N a ture  a re  co n fu sed . But i f  we ta ke  a whole s e t o f  such 
r i t u a l s  and myths and superim pose one upon a n o th e r, th a n  a p a ra d ig m a t ic -  
m e tap h o ric  p a t te rn  i s  seen to  emerge -  i t  becomes a pp a re n t th a t  th e  
v a r ia t io n s  o f  w ha t'happens to  th e  an im a ls  a re  a lg e b ra ic  t ra n s fo rm a t io n s  
o f  th e  v a r ia t io n s  o f  what happens to  men" (Leach , 1970, pp . 4 9 -5 0 ) .
The v a r ia t io n s  o f  what happens to  S hakespeare 's  t r a g ic  heroes in  
r e la t io n  to  t h e i r  lo v e rs  a re  t ra n s fo rm a t io n s  o f  what happened to  
Shakespeare h im s e lf  in  r e la t io n  to  th e  Dark Lady; w h ile  th e  g e n e ra l 
r e la t io n  o f  C u ltu re  to  N a ture  i s  p a r a l le le d  by th a t  o f  A r t  to  L i f e .
Now " th e  purpose o f  m y th ", says L e v i-S tra u s s  (q u o te d  in  B u r r id g e , 
1 967 ), " i s  t o  p ro v id e  a lo g ic a l  model capab le  o f  overcom ing  a ( r e a l )  
c o n t r a d ic t io n " .  S hakespea re 's  'm y th ' a rose  from  what he p e rc e iv e d  to  
be a c o n t r a d ic t io n  between lo v e  and lu s t :
Love s u r f e i t s  n o t : L u s t l i k e  a g lu t to n  d ie s .
Love i s  a l l  t r u t h  : L u s t f u l l  o f  fo rg e d  l i e s .
Venus and A d o n is , 803.
I t  in v o lv e d  a c a s t o f  fo u r  a rc h e ty p a l r o le -c h a r a c te rs  : Venus, A d o n is , 
T a rq u in , and L u c re ce . Venus a tte m p ts  to  seduce A do n is , who re a c ts  w ith  
p u r i t a n ic a l  d is g u s t .  Adon is then  becomes T a rq u in , who rapes th e  in n o c e n t 
Lucrece  (Hughes, 1 97 1 ). ' -
The p lo t  o f  Hamlet i s  a "syn ta g m ", as L e v i-S tra u s s 'w o u ld ’ say , o f  
t h i s  b a s ic  "p a ra d ig m a tic -m e ta p h o r ic  p a t t e r n " , w ith  Ham let p la y in g  th e  
r o le s  o f  A don is and T a rq u in , G e rtru d e  th e  r o le  o f  Venus, and O p h e lia  - 
th e  r o le  o f  L u c re ce . O th e llo —ts  a n o th e r A d o n is -T a rq u in , w h ile  
C le o p a tra  i s  V enus-Lucrece . In  Antony and C le o p a tra , however^ Shakespeare 
gave an e x tra  t w is t  to  th e  p lo t  by th e  a d d it io n  o f  th e  f i f t h  r o le  o f  
th e  Redeemer, an in n o v a t io n  which enabled him to  r e c o n c ile  lo v e  and 
lu s t  in  th e  concept o f  m a rr ie d  f i d e l i t y  (Moss, 1974b ). -
The use o f  th e  word "a rc h e ty p a l"  p o in ts  to  a danger in h e re n t  in
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t h i s  approach , nam ely, th a t  th e  s t r u c tu r e  a b s tra c te d  from  th e  p o e t 's  
work as a whole may be long  to  th e  " c o l le c t iv e  u n co n sc io u s " o f  th e  
sp e c ie s  ra th e r  tha n  to  th e  u n iq u e ly  p e rs o n a l unconsc ious  o f  th e  p oe t 
h im s e lf .  The a n th ro p o lo g ic a l (and Oungian) p e rs p e c t iv e  has been 
d e s c r ib e d  by L e v i-S tra u s s :  "We a re  n o t . . .  c la im in g  to  show how men 
th in k  th e  m yths, b u t ra th e r  how th e  myths th in k  them se lves  o u t in  men 
and w ith o u t men's know ledge" (quo ted  in  Leach, 1970, p . 5 1 ) . The 
p s y c h o lo g is t ,  by c o n t ra s t ,  shou ld  t r y  to  show "how men th in k  th e  m y th s ", 
o r ,  .more p r e c is e ly ,  how th e  d ra m a tis t  gen e ra te s  a s e r ie s  o f  v a r ia t io n s  
on a b a s ic  a rc h e ty p a l theme (w he rever th a t  may have come fro m ) in  o rd e r 
to  re p re s e n t and c o n t r o l h is  own un ique  e x p e r ie n c e . To t h a t  end he 
must n o t o n ly  is o la te  th e  theme b u t a ls o  show how th e  v a r ia t io n s  a re  l in k e d  
in  a deve lopm en ta l sequence. He must show, f o r  exam ple, why T r o i lu s  and 
C re ss id a  and Ham let a re  fo llo w e d  by O th e l lo , and why th e  p lo t  o f  th a t  
p la y  shou ld  be le s s  adequate than  th a t  o f  Antony and C le o p a tra  (M oss, 
1974b).
( i i i )  The r o le  o f  H am le t.can  be ana lysed  in to  s e v e ra l s u b - ro le s .  
Thus "he  i s  a c o u r t ie r ,  a s c h o la r ,  and a s o ld ie r ;  a s in n e r ,  a S to ic ,  
and a s a in t ;  lo v in g  to  m o the rs , d u t i f u l  to  fa th e r s ,  and h o s t i le  to  
lo v e r s ;  s c o rn fu l o f  o ld  men, g a l la n t  w ith  young men; lo y a l  to  f r ie n d s  
and v e n g e fu l to  t r a i t o r s "  (Moss, 1974a). H is  tra g e d y  i s  t h a t  he 
cannot harm onise the se  s u b - ro le s  in to  a s in g le  ensemble -  " th e  t im e  
i s  o u t o f  j o i n t " .
A s im i la r  f a i l u r e  in  h is  own l i f e  i s  im pressed upon R ich a rd  I I
as  he w a its  f o r  death  in  th e  p r is o n  o f  P om fre t c a s t le :
Thus p la y  I  in  one person many p e o p le ,
And none c o n te n te d . Sometimes am I  k in g ;  .
Then tre a s o n s  make me w ish m yse lf a beggar,
And so I  am. Then c ru s h in g  penury 
Persuades me I  was b e t te r  when a k in g ;
Then am I  k in g 'd  a g a in ; and by and by 
T h in k  th a t  I  am u n k in g 'd  by B o lin g b ro k e ,
And s t r a ig h t  am n o th in g .  But w h a te 'e r  I  be,
Nor I ,  no r any man th a t  b u t man i s ,
W ith  n o th in g  s h a l l  be p le a s 'd  t i l l  he be e a s 'd  
W ith  be ing  n o th in g .
( The m usic p la y s  
M usic do I  hear?
Ha, ha! keep t im e . How sour sweet m usic i s  
When tim e  is  b roke and no p ro p o r t io n  k e p t!
So i s  i t  in  th e  m usic o f  m en's l i v e s .
And here  have I  th e  d a in t in e s s  o f  ear 
To check t im e  b roke in  a d is o r d e r 'd  s t r in g ;
B u t, f o r  th e  concord o f  my s ta te  and t im e ,
Had n o t an ear to  hea r my t r u e  tim e  b ro ke .
R ich a rd  I I , V, 5 .
We remember O ph e lia  on H a m le t's  "m us ic  vows" and
th a t  nob le  and most s o v e re ig n  re a son ,
L ik e  sweet b e l ls  ja n g le d , o u t o f  t im e  and h a rs h .
H am le t, I I I ,  1 .
M usic i s  th e  sym bol, n o t o n ly  o f  th e  o rd e r in g  power o f  s u c c e s s fu l a r t ,  
b u t a ls o  o f  m en's l i v e s  in s o fa r  as. th e y  a pp rox im a te  to  such o rd e r and
harmony.
T h e re fo re  th e  poe t ,
D id  fe ig n  th a t  Orpheus d re w .tre e s ,  s to n e s , and f lo o d s  
S ince  nought so s to c k is t) ,  h a rd , and f u l l  o f  ra g e ,
But m usic f o r  th e  t im e  do th  change h is  n a tu re .
The man th a t  ha th  no m usic in  h im s e lf ,
Nor i s  n o t mov’ d w ith  concord  o f  sweet sounds,
Is  f i t  f o r  treasons.*__stra tegem s, and s p o i ls ;  . ..
The m o tions  o f  h is  s p i r i t  a re  d u l l  as n ig h t ,
And h is  a f fe c t io n s d a rk  as E rebus.
L e t no such man. be t r u s te d .  Nark th e  m us ic .
The N erchan t o f  V e n ic e , V .1 .
I  s h a l l  mark th e  m u s ic a l m etaphor by show ing how r o le  a n a ly s is  may
proceed in  bo th  m e lo d ic  (d ia c h ro n ic )  and harm onic  (s y n c h ro n ic )
d i r e c t io n s .
N e lo d ic  a n a ly s is  seeks to . show how one assumes and th e n  s lo u gh s  
o f f  a s e r ie s  o f  s e lv e s  in  th e  t r a je c to r y  from  b i r t h  to  o ld  age. T ha t 
lo c u s  c la s s ic u s  o f  r o le  th e o ry ,  Oacques' speech on th e  seven ages o f  
man, i s  a m e d ita t io n  on t h i s  d ia c h ro n ic  theme:
A l l  th e  w o r ld 's  a s ta g e ,
And a l l  th e  men and women m ere ly  p la y e rs ;
They have t h e i r  e x i t s  and t h e i r  e n tra n c e s ;
And one man in  h is  t im e  p la y s  many p a r ts ,  <•
H is  a c ts  be ing  seven a g e s . . . .
As You L ik e  I t ., I I , 7 .
The t h i r d  and fo u r th  ages a re  tho se  o f  th e  lo v e r  and th e  s o ld ie r ; ,  
and two o f  S hakespeare ’ s t r a g e d ie s , ' O th e llo  and Antony and C le o p a tra , 
re v o lv e  around th e  c o n f l i c t  between these  r o le s .
. Both O th e llo  and Antony a re  s o ld ie r s  who f a l l  in  lo v e  d u r in g
m id d le  agb, which i s  f e l t  to  be a d is r u p t io n  o f th e  n a tu ra l m e lo d ic
sequence. Thus P h ilo  on A ntony:
Nay, b u t t h i s  dotage o f  ou r g e n e ra l’ s 
0 ’ e r f lo w s  th e  measure. Those h is  g ood ly  eyes 
T ha t o ’ e r th e  f i l e s  and m uste rs  o f  th e  war 
Have glowed l i k e  p la te d  N a rs , now bend, now tu r n
The o f f i c e  and d e v o tio n  o f  t h e i r  v iew
Upon a tawny f r o n t .  H is  c a p ta in ’ s h e a r t ,  '
Which in  th e  s c u f f le s  o f  g re a t f ig h t s  ha th  b u rs t  
The b u ck le s  on h is  b re a s t ,  reneges a l l  temper,
And i s  become th e  b e llo w s  and th e  fan  
To c o o l a g ip s y ’ s lu s t .
Antony and C le o p a tra , I ,  1 . 
"D o tage11 i s  th e  key word here  -  i t  i s  r id ic u lo u s  f o r  Antony to  p la y  
th e  swooning lo v e r  -  he i s  to o  o ld ,  P h ilo  fe e ls .
When lo v e  and s o ld ie r s h ip  a re  combined in  t h i s  way, a f a i l i n g
o f  lo v e  i s  f e l t  to  be unde rm in ing  o f  s o ld ie r s h ip .  Thus O th e llo ,  on
Desdemona’ s supposed fa i th le s s n e s s :
E x c e lle n t  w re tc h ! P e r d it io n  ca tch ,m y s o u l .
But I  do lo v e  th e e ; and when I  lo v e  thee  n o t 
Chaos i s  come a g a in . . .  0 now f o r  ever 
F a re w e ll th e  t r a n q u i l  m ind! fa r e w e ll  c o n te n t!
F a re w e ll th e  plumed tro o p s ,  and th e  b ig  wars .
That make a m b itio n  v i r t u e !  0 , fa r e w e l l !
F a re w e ll th e  n e ig h in g  s teed  and th e  s h r i l l  trum p ,
The s p i r i t - s t i r r i n g  drum, t h ’ e a r -p ie r c in g  f i f e ,
The ro y a l banner, and a l l  q u a l i t y ,
P r id g e , pomp, and c irc u m s ta n c e , o f  g lo r io u s  w ar!
And 0 ye m o rta l eng ines whose rude th r o a ts  
T h ’ im m o rta l Dove’ s ..dread c lam ours c o u n te r fe i t ,
F a re w e ll!  O th e l lo ’ s o c c u p a tio n  gone.
O th e llo , I I I ,  3 .
O th e l lo ’ s r e a l lo v e  i s  f o r  h is  "o c c u p a t io n " ,  h is  s o ld ie r s h ip .
Indeed , he loved . Desdemona because she lo v e d  th a t  in  h im :
She l o v ’ d me f o r  th e  dangers I  had p ass ’ d ;
And I  l o v ’ d he r th a t  she d id  p i t y  them.
O th e llo , I ,  3 .
And when he has k i l l e d  h e r he k i l l s  h im s e lf  to  p rove  th a t  he i s  s t i l l  
a s o ld ie r :
In  A leppo once,
Where a m a lig n a n t and a tu rb a n ’ d Turk 
Beat a V ene tian  and t r a d u c ’ d th e  s ta te ,
I  to o k  by t h ’ th r o a t  th e  c irc u m c is e d  dog,
And smote him -  th u s .  ( He s tab s  h im s e l f .
O th e llo ,  \ l . 2.
L ik e  M acbeth ’ s "a rm , arm, and o u t " ,  t h i s  e s ta b lis h e s  w hich s u b - ro le  i s  
c lo s e s t  to  th e  h e ro 's  co re  r o le ,  h is  e s s e n t ia l s e l f .
A n tony, however, undergoes a c o n ve rs io n  a t  h is  d e a th :
I  w i l l  be
A b ridegroom  in  my d e a th , and run  i n t o ’ t  
As to  a lo v e r 's  bed.
Antony and C le o p a tra , IV , 14.
"To do th u s " ,  he says, as he s tab s  h im s e lf ;  and we remember O th e l lo 's  
w ords. But Antony d ie s  f o r  E ro s , n o t H o n o u r. "Unarm, E ro s " ,  he says , 
on h e a r in g  th e  ( fa b r ic a te d )  news o f  C le o p a tra 's  dea th  -  "no  more a 
s o ld ie r " .  He re c o g n is e d , f i n a l l y j  where h is  deepest lo y a l t ie s  l i e .
Harm onic a n a ly s is  i s  concerned w ith  d is e n ta n g lin g  th e  d i f f e r e n t
h ie r a r c h ic a l  le v e ls  a t  which o b l ig a t io n s  to  fa m i ly ,  f r ie n d s ,  p ro fe s s io n ,
and c o u n try  e x e r t  t h e i r  p u l l .  In  k i l l i n g  C aesar, B ru tu s  f u l f i l l e d  what
he saw to  be h is  o b l ig a t io n s  to  h is  c o u n try  b u t b roke  tho se  to  h is
f r ie n d .  T h is  r o le - c o n f l i c t ,  w ith  i t s  a tte n d a n t rem orse , e v e n tu a lly
d e s tro ye d  h im .
S ince  C assius f i r s t  d id  whet me a g a in s t C aesar,
I  have n o t s le p t .
Between th e  a c t in g  o f  a d re a d fu l th in g  
And th e  f i r s t  m o tio n , a l l .  th e  in te r im  i s
L ik e  a phantasma o r a h ideous  dream.
The Genius and th e  m o rta l in s tru m e n ts  
Are then  in  c o u n c il ;  and th e  s ta te  o f  man,
L ik e  to  a l i t t l e  kingdom , s u f fe r s  then  
The n a tu re  o f  an in s u r r e c t io n .
J u l iu s  C aesar, I I ,  1 .
T h is  a n t ic ip a te s  both  Hamlet and M acbeth. But M acbe th 's  tra g e d y  i s  
more l i k e  th a t  o f Caesar in s o fa r  as h is  commitment to  h is  p e rs o n a l 
r o le  (as a man w ith o u t fe a r )  o v e r r id e s  a l l  s o c ia l o b l ig a t io n s :
Come, s e e lin g  n ig h t ,  '
S c a rf up th e  te n d e r eye o f  p i t i f u l  day,
And w ith  th y  b lo od y  and in v is ib le  hand 
Cancel and te a r  to  p ie ce s  th a t  g re a t bond 
Which keeps me p a le .
M acbeth, I I I ,  2 .
The n a tu re  o f  t h i s  bond, t h i s  u m b il ic a l co rd  w hich s u s ta in s  bo th  th e
in d iv id u a l  and s o c ie ty ,  i s  e x p lo re d  in  a la t e r  tra g e d y  o f  p r id e :
There was a tim e  when a l l  th e  b o d y 's  members 
R e b e ll 'd  a g a in s t th e  b e l ly ;  th u s  a ccu s 'd  i t :
T ha t o n ly  l i k e  a g u l f  i t  d id  rem ain 
I ' t h 'm id s t  o ' t h 1 body, id le  and u n a c t iv e ,
S t i l l  cupboard ing  th e  v ia n d , never b e a rin g
L ik e  la b o u r  w ith  th e  r e s t ;  where t h 1o th e r  in s tru m e n ts
D id see and h e a r, d e v is e , in s t r u c t ,  w a lk , f e e l ,
And, m u tu a lly  p a r t ic ip a te ,  d id  m in is te r  ;
Unto th e  a p p e t i te  and a f f e c t io n  common 
Of th e  whole b o d y .• .
'T ru e  i s  i t ,  my in c o rp o ra te  f r ie n d s ' ,  quo th  he 
'T h a t I  re c e iv e  th e  g e n e ra l food  a t f i r s t  
Which you do l i v e  upon; and f i t  i t  i s ,
Because I  am th e  s to rehouse  and th e  shop
Of th e  whole body. B u t, i f  you do remember, r
I  send i t  th rou g h  th e  r iv e r s  o f  your b lo o d ,
Even to  th e  c o u r t ,  th e  h e a r t ,  to  t h 's e a t  o ' t h 'b r a in ;
And, th ro u g h  th e  cranks and o f f ic e s  o f  man,
The s tro n g e s t nerves and s m a ll i n f e r i o r  v e in s  
From me re c e iv e  th a t  n a tu ra l competency 
Whereby th e y  l i v e  . . . '
C o r io la n u s , I , 1 .
In  t h i s  a l le g o ry  we see th a t  an in d iv id u a l 's  r o le - s t r u c tu r e  canno t be 
co ns ide re d  in  is o la t io n  from  t h e . r o le - s t r u c tu r e  o f  s o c ie ty  as a w ho le .
( i v )  I t  i s  from  th e  r e la t io n  o f a r o le  to  i t s  a c to r  th a t  th e  
s o c io lo g ic a l n o t io n  o f  ' r o l e '  as 's o c ia l  mask' o r  persona d e r iv e s .
And y e t Hamlet i s  n o t a persona -  n o t even to  th e  a c to r  -  he i s  a 
pe rson . Of co u rse , th e re  i s  an obv iou s  sense in  w h ich  th e  a c to r  is '  
more " r e a l "  than  th e  p a r t  w hich he has to  p la y .  But a m a jo r theme 
o f  t h i s  paper so f a r  has been th e re  i s  a le s s  o bv iou s  b u t more 
im p o rta n t sense in  which a r o le  i s  more v iv id ,  u s u a l ly ,  th a n  i t s  a c to r s ,
because more s h a rp ly  d e f in i t i v e  o f  a cohe re n t s e l f .  I t  i s  o n ly  when 
th e  a c to r 's  perfo rm ance i s  wooden th a t  th e  r o le  f a i l s  to  come to  l i f e  
and can be detached from  th e  a c to r  as an empty p e rso n a . ‘
Georg Simmel (c .1 8 9 8 ) p re s e n ts  an opposing V iew . He d is a g re e s  
w ith  th e  id e a  *b f th e re  be ing  an id e a l way o f  p e rfo rm in g  a r o le  th a t  
i s  id e n t ic a l  w ith  th e  r o le  i t s e l f  and co n ta in e d  e s s e n t ia l ly  w i th in  i t 5 
th e  p re ce d in g  s tage  be ing  th e  le n g th y ,  p re c is e  and 'p ro fo u n d  s tud y  o f  
th e  pages' o f  a t e x t  o f  Hamlet to  deve lop  th e  com plete  t h e a t r ic a l  
p re s e n ta t io n  so th a t  e v e n tu a lly  each r o le  would have one s in g le  
'c o r r e c t '  s t y le  o f  s tage  perfo rm ance to  w hich th e  a c tu a l p e rfo rm e r 
would m o re .o r le s s  a p p ro x im a te . A l l  t h i s  i s  e a s i ly  re fu te d  by th e  
mere fa c t  th a t  th re e  g re a t a c to rs  co u ld  g iv e  th re e  c o m p le te ly  d i f f e r e n t  
re a d in g s  o f  th e  r o le ,  each as good as th e  o th e r ,  and none 'm ore c o r re c t*  
than  th e  o th e r " .
However, th e  s i t u a t io n  i s  no d i f f e r e n t  in  person p e rc e p t io n .  J u s t 
as a c to rs  may g iv e  d i f f e r e n t  b u t e q u a lly  v a l id  ( o r  in v a l id )  in t e r p r e ta t io n s  
o f  a r o le ,  so d i f f e r e n t  peop le  co n s tru e  th e  same person  in  d i f f e r e n t  ways.
In  n e ith e r  case need one in f e r  th a t  th e re  does n o t e x is t  a r e a l  person
, <
o r o b je c t iv e  r o le  to  which th e  s e v e ra l d e s c r ip t io n s  o r  perfo rm ances a re  
a tte m p tin g  to  a pp ro x im a te .
C ons ide r H a m le t's  a d v ice  to  th e  P la y e rs :
S u it  th e  a c t io n  to  th e  word, th e  word to  th e  a c t io n ;  
w ith  t h i s  s p e c ia l observance, th a t  you o 'e rs te p  n o t 
th e  modesty o f  n a tu re ; f o r  a n y th in g  so o 'e rd o n e  i s  
from  th e  purpose o f  p la y in g ,  whose end, bo th  a t  th e
f i r s t  and now, was and i s  to  h o ld ,  as 'tw e re ,  
th e  m ir r o r  up to  n a tu re ; to  show v i r t u e  h e r own 
fe a tu re ,  sco rn  h e r own im age, and th e  ve ry  age 
and body o f  th e  tim e  h is  form  and p re s s u re .
H a m le tt I I I ,  2 .
No m ir r o r  can be h e ld  up to  n a tu re  from  every  p o s s ib le  a n g le , b u t some 
p e rs p e c tiv e s  a re  more panoram ic than  o th e rs ,  and an a c to r  i s  judged 
a c c o rd in g  to  how adequate to  th e  r o le  h is  p a r t i c u la r  p e rs p e c t iv e  i s .  
Any p e rfo rm ance , th e r e fo r e ,  w i l l  be to  some e x te n t th e  p ro d u c t o f  an 
in te r a c t io n  between th e  a c to r 's  p e r s o n a li ty  and th a t  o f  th e  ro le *
But i t s  mdaning i s  to  be unde rs tood  in  te rm s o f  i t s  in t e n t io n ,  which 
i s  to  im i ta te  an o b je c t iv e  and independent r e a l i t y .  s ,
R o le -p la y in g  in  t h i s  sense i s  co m p a tib le  w ith  th e  d e f in i t i o n  
co n ta in e d  in  George K e l ly 's  (1955) s o c ia l i t y  c o r o l la r y  : to  th e  e x te n t 
th a t  one person c o n s tru e s  th e  c o n s tru c t io n  p rocesses o f a n o th e r , he 
may p la y  a r o le  in  a s o c ia l  p rocess in v o lv in g  th e  o th e r .  An a c to r  
t r i e s  to  co n s tru e  th e  c o n s tru c t io n  p rocesses o f  H am le t. But he a ls o  
t r i e s  to  communicate th a t  c o n s tru in g ,  so th e re  i s  te c h n iq u e  as w e ll  
as i n t u i t i o n  in v o lv e d  in  a c t in g .  M oreover, th e  p r a c t is e  o f  th e  
te c h n iq u e  may deepen th e  i n t u i t i o n .  But th e  main p o in t  i s  th a t  o v e r­
emphasis on te ch n iq u e  may obscure  th e  way in  which a c t in g  i s  l i k e  
g e t t in g  to  know a n o th e r person*
How i t  i s  by fo c u s s in g  on th e  te c h n iq u e  o f  s e l f - p r e s e n ta t io n  
ra th e r  than  on th e  s e l f  p re sen ted  -  on th e  medium in  a b s t ra c t io n  from  
th e  message -  th a t  one a r r iv e s  a t  th a t  ve ry  f r u i t f u l  f i e l d  o f  
in v e s t ig a t io n  which Goffman and o th e rs  have e x p lo re d . B ut t h i s
re d u c t io n  o f  th e  a c to r 's  fu n c t io n s  ra is e s  problem s co n ce rn in g  t h e 1 
ana logy between p la y -a c t in g  and r e a l l i f e .  "The c la im  th a t  a l l  th e  
w o r ld 's  a s tage  i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  commonplace f o r  re a d e rs  to  be 
f a m i l ia r  w ith  i t s  l im ita t io n s n a n d  t o le r a n t  o f  i t s  p re s e n ta t io n ,  
knowing th a t  i t  i s  n o t to  be taken  to o  s e r io u s ly .  An a c t io n  staged 
in  a th e a tre  i s  a r e la t i v e l y  c o n tr iv e d  i l l u s i o n  and an a d m itte d  one; 
u n l ik e  o rd in a ry  l i f e ,  n o th in g  r e a l o r  a c tu a l can happen to  th e  
perfo rm ed  c h a ra c te rs  -  a lth o u g h  a t  a n o th e r le v e l  o f  course  som eth ing 
r e a l and a c tu a l can happen to  th e  re p u ta t io n  o f  p e rfo rm e rs  qua 
p ro fe s s io n a ls  whose everyday jo b  i s  to  p u t on t h e a t r i c a l  p e rfo rm an ce s .
And so here  th e  language and mask o f  th e  s tage  w i l l  be d ro p p e d .1'
(G offm an, 1959, p . 2 4 6 ).
However, i f  th e  a c to r  comes to  f e e l ' as h is  own n o t o n ly  th e  s k i l l  
o f  th e  perfo rm ance b u t a ls o  th e  r o le  p e rfo rm e d ,th e n  th e  'c r e d i b i l i t y  gap ' 
between person and persona may be b r id g e d , as Goffman has h im s e lf  
p o in te d  o u t.  "A p e rfo rm e r may be taken  in  by h is  own a c t ,  conv inced  
a t  th e  moment th a t  th e  im p re ss io n  o f  r e a l i t y  which he fo s te r s  i s  th e  
one and o n ly  r e a l i t y .  In  such cases th e  p e rfo rm e r comes to  be h is  own 
a ud ie n ce ; he comes to  be p e rfo rm e r and- o b se rve r o f  th e  same show" ( p .8 6 ) .  
L ik e  th e  p e rfo rm e r who i s  h is  own aud ie n ce , we a re  a l l  o b s e rv e rs  o f  ou r 
own show. Ue must bo th  co n s tru e  our t ru e  r o le  -  " t o  th in e  own s e l f  be 
t r u e "  -  and c o n s tru c t  a s c e n a rio  which w i l l  enab le  us to  communicate t h a t  
r o le  w ith o u t d is r u p t in g  th e  com m unications o f o th e rs  -  " th o u  c a n s t n o t 
then  be fa ls e  to  any man".
(v )  In  r e la t io n  to  th e  s p e c ta to rs  th e  r o le  i s  more d is ta n t  'and
detached than  i t  i s  in  r e la t io n  to  th e  a c to r .  The a c to r  must l i v e  h is
p a r t  as sp on taneous ly  as p o s s ib le ,  as i f  h is  l i f e  r e a l l y  d id  depend
on h is  words and a c t io n s .  r
I s  i t  n o t m onstrous th a t  t h i s  p la y e r  H ere,
But in  a f i c t i o n ,  in  a dream o f p a s s io n ,
Could fo rc e  h is  s o u l so to  h is  own c o n c e it  
That from  he r w o rk ing  a l l  h is  v isa g e  w ann 'd ;
Tears in  h is  eyes, d is t r a c t io n  i n 's  a s p e c t,
A broken v o ic e , and h is  whole fu n c t io n  s u i t in g  
W ith  form s to  h is  c o n c e it?  And a l l  f o r  n o th in g '
For Hecuba!
W ha t's  Hecuba to  him o r he to  Hecuba,
That he shou ld  weep f o r  her?
Ham let I I , .  2 .
The s p e c ta to rs ,  however, l i k e  H am le t, in e v i t a b ly  f e e l  le s s  f u l l y  
in v o lv e d  -  o r ,  a t  any r a te ,  in v o lv e d  th ro u g h  a d i f f e r e n t  k in d  o f  
f e e l in g .
The n a tu re  o f  t h i s  fe e l in g  has been th e  s u b je c t  o f  l i v e l y  
debate  s in c e  A r i s t o t l e 's  P o e t ic s . K o e s t le r  (1964) has g r e a t ly  
c l a r i f i e d  th e  q u e s tio n  by d is t in g u is h in g  between th e  s e l f - a s s e r t iv e  
em otions such as anger and fe a r ,  and th e  s e lf - t ra n s c e n d in g  em otions 
such as lo v e .  " S e l f - a s s e r t iv e  b e h a v io u r i s  focussed  on th e  Here and 
Now; th e  t r a n s fe r  o f  in t e r e s t  and- em otion to  a d i f f e r e n t  t im e  and 
lo c a t io n  i s  in  i t s e l f  an a c t o f  s e lf- tra n s c e n d e n c e  in  th e  l i t e r a l  
sense. I t  i s  ach ieved  th rou g h  th e  lu r e  o f  heroes and v ic t im s  on 
th e 's ta g e  who a t t r a c t  th e  s p e c ta to r 's  sym pathy, w ith  whom he p a r t i a l l y  
i d e n t i f i e s  h im s e lf ,  and f o r  whose sake he te m p o ra r i ly  renounces h is  
p re o c c u p a tio n s  w ith  h is  own w o rr ie s  and d e s ire s .  Thus th e  a c t  o f  
p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  an i l l u s i o n  has an in h ib i t i n g  e f f e c t  on th e  s e l f -  
a s s e r t iv e  te n d e n c ie s , and f a c i l i t a t e s  th e  u n fo ld in g  o f  th e  s e l f -  
tra n s c e n d in g  te n d e n c ie s " (p . 3 0 3 ).
Ham let i s  unab le  to  tra n sce n d  h im s e lf  and p a r t ic ip a te  in  th e ' 
:p la y e r * s  perfo rm ance because o f  th e  s e lf - a s s e r t iv /e  ve n g e fu lr ie ss  w h ich  
i s  p re occu p y ing  h im . But he can use th e  fa c t  th a t  peop le  do tra n s c e n d ' 
them se lves in  drama to  expose -the  g u i l t  o f  C la u d iu s  in  ’ th e  p la y  
w ith in  th e  p la y 1. C la u d iu s  id e n t i f i e s  w ith  th e  P la y e r K ing  ( " t h a t ! s 
wormwood, wormwood"); w h ile  th e  P la y e r Queen touches G e rtru d e  to  th e  
q u ic k  -  he r
The la d y  do th  p ro te s t  to o  much, m e th inks
H a m le t, I I I ,  2 .
i s  an a tte m p t to  re a s s e r t  he r se pa ra te  e x is te n c e , and th e  p ro p e r 
a e s th e t ic  d is ta n c e  th a t  shou ld  o b ta in  between th e  r o le  and i t s  . 
s p e c ta to rs .
A no the r example o f  t h i s  n o l i  me ta n q e re  s tance  i s  T o ls to y ! s 
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  K ing L e a r, A ct I I I ,  Scene 2. "L e a r w a lks  abou t th e  
hea th  and says words which a re  meant t o  express h is  d e s p a ir  : he 
d e s ire s  th a t  th e  w inds shou ld  blow  so hard  th a t  th e y  ( th e  w in d s) 
shou ld  c ra ck  t h e i r  cheeks and th a t  th e  r a in  shou ld  f lo o d  e v e ry th in g ,  
th a t  l ig h tn in g  shou ld  s in g e  h is  w h ite  head, and th e  th u n d e r f l a t t e n  
th e  w o rld  and d e s tro y  a l l  germs ' t h a t  make u n g ra te fu l man1! The f o o l  
keeps u t t e r in g  s t i l l  more sense less  w ords. E n te r Kent : Lea r says 
th a t  f o r  some reason d u r in g  t h i s  storm  a l l  c r im in a ls  s h a l l  be found  
o u t and c o n v ic te d . K en t, s t i l l  u n recogn ised  by L e a r, endeavours to  
persuade him to  ta k e  re fu g e  in  a h o v e l.  A t t h i s  p o in t  th e  f o o l  u t t e r s  
a prophecy in  no w ise  re la te d  to  th e  s i t u a t io n  and th e y  a l l  d e p a r t"  
(quo ted  in  O rw e ll,  194 7 ). T o ls to y  re fu s e s  to  tra n sce n d  h im s e lf .  And 
y e t i s  i t  n o t p o s s ib le ,  as George O rw e ll sugges ted , " t h a t  he bore  an
e s p e c ia l enm ity  tow ards t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  p la y  because he was aware, 
c o n s c io u s ly  o r u n c o n s c io u s ly , o f  th e  resem blance between L e a r f s s to r y  
and h is  own"?. C e r ta in ly ,  T o ls to y ’ s ru n n in g  away from  h is  w ife  and 
fa m ily  a t th e  age o f  82 resem bles Lear ru n n in g  away from  h is  home 
(though  T o ls to y  would never have a d m itte d  to  b e in g  "a  f o o l i s h ,  fond  
o ld  m a n ").
A d is t in c t io n  shou ld  be made between th e  s e lf- tra n s c e n d e n c e , o f  th e  
s p e c ta to r  and a c tu a l id e n t i f i c a t io n  w ith  one o f  th e  r o le s .  I t  i s  n o t 
necessary to  id e n t i f y  o n e s e lf  w ith  Ham let o r C le o p a tra  in  o rd e r  to  
p a r t ic ip a te  in  t h e i r  e x is te n c e . Uhat i s  necessary  i s  th a t  one sh ou ld  1 
f e e l  a common hum an ity  w ith  them, so th a t  one can ( to  some e x te n t )  im ag ine  
What i t  would be l i k e  to  be th e  son o f  an a d u lte ro u s  m other o r  th e  
m is tre s s  o f  th e  w o r ld ’ s g re a te s t  s o ld ie r ,  w ith o u t ever h av ing  a c tu a l ly  
e xpe rienced  such a r o le .  !
■ - • . ; " i
In  f a c t ,  th e  f a c u l t y  o f  im a g in a t io n  i s  what bo th  c re a to r  and a c to r  
and s p e c ta to r  have to  employ.. For a r o le  i s  an im a g e 'o f p ro je c te d  
a c t io n ;  and w hether in  c re a t in g  ro le s  o r in  a c t in g  them o r in  o b s e rv in g  
them , a man must use h is  im a g in a t io n  to  r e la te  to  them . I  s h a l l  
conc lude  w ith  some e la b o ra t io n  o f  t h i s  s ta te m e n t.
. The word ’ r o le ’ i s  u s u a lly  d e fin e d  in  te rm s o f  r u le s  o r s o c ia l  
co n ve n tio n s  -  th e  r o le  o f  th e  b rideg room , f o r  exam ple, i s  d e f in e d  in  
te rm s o f  th e  co n ve n tio n s  s u rro u n d in g  w eddings. Now much o f  o u r e v e ry ­
day l i f e  may be seen as ru le -g o v e rn e d  -  in  r e t ro s p e c t .  But th a t
which i s  ru le -b o u n d  in  re t ro s p e c t  may n o t appear so to  th e  a c to r  h im s e lf .  
Indeed , i t  may seem to  him -  e s p e c ia l ly  a t  moments o f  d e c is io n  -  th a t  
he i s  making up h is  p a r t  as he goes a lo n g , w ith  no more s p e c i f ic  a 
g u id e lin e  than  "be y o u r s e l f " .  "R o le  th e o ry  su g g e s ts , though w ith o u t  
e x p l i c i t l y  s ta t in g  t h i s ,  t h a t  s o c ia l  ro le s  re p re s e n t d e f in i t e ,  w e l l  -  
. e s ta b lis h e d  p a t te rn s  o f  e x p e c ta t io n .a n d  b e h a v io u r, governed la r g e ly  
by th e  s o c ia l  c o n te x t ,  w hether t h i s  i s  one o f fa m i ly ,  w ork , c o u n s e ll in g ,  
c lu b ,  o r any o th e r  s e t t in g .  The c re a t iv e  n a tu re  o f  in te r p e rs o n a l 
in te r a c t io n s  . . .  seems to  p la y  no p a r t  in  t h i s  c o n c e p t io n . . .  However, 
th e  .c a p a c ity  o f  in d iv id u a ls  to  tra n sce n d  th e  accep ted  pa ram ete rs  o f  
th e  s i t u a t io n  by in v e n t in g  new ones, i s  what i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  human 
about b e h a v io u r and what g iv e s  in te r p e rs o n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  t h e i r  most 
e x c i t in g  q u a l i t y "  (Salm on, 1970, p . 2 1 2 ). A r o le  t h e o r is t  m ig h t a rgue , 
o f  co u rse , th a t  " c r e a t iv e  in t e r a c t io n  of. t h i s  k in d  i s  o u ts id e  th e  scope 
o f  h is  th e o ry .  But t h i s  i s  an unw arran ted  r e s t r i c t io n  o f  th e  o r ig in a l  
m e taphor’ s range ; f o r ,  as we have seen, n e ith e r  th e  c r e a to r ,  in . 
c re a t in g  a ro le *  no r th e  a c to r ,  in  a c t in g  i t ,  no r th e  s p e c ta to r ,  in
r e - c re a t in g  i t ,  can t r e a t  i t  as i f  i t  were, p re d e te rm in e d . And th e
reason i s  s im p le  : no s c ie n t i s t  has y e t dev ised  any ru le s  f o r  th e  
im a g in a t io n .
L e t us lo o k  more c lo s e ly  a t t h i s  ta g  : "be y o u r s e l f " .  In  o rd e r
to  be o n e s e lf one must f i r s t  know o n e s e lf ,  which in v o lv e s  c re a t in g  an
•im age  o f  o n e s e lf and o n e 's  s i t u a t io n  -  as R ich a rd  I I  t r i e d  to  do:
I  have been s tu d y in g  how I  may compare
T h is  p r is o n  where I  l i v e  un to  th e  w o r ld ;
And, f o r  because th e  w o rld  i s  popu lous 
And here  i s  n o t a c re a tu re  b u t m y s e lf,
I  cannot do i t .  Yet I ' l l  hammer i t  o u t .
My b ra in  I ' l l  p rove  th e  fem ale  to  my s o u l,  ,
My so u l th e  fa th e r ;  and these  two beget 
A g e n e ra tio n  o f  s t i l l - b r e e d in g  th o u g h ts *
And these  same th o u g h ts  peop le  t h i s  l i t t l e  w o r ld ,
In  humours l i k e  th e  peop le  o f  t h i s  w o r ld ,
Fo r no th o u g h t i s  c o n te n te d .
' : V , R ich a rd  I I , V, 5 .
The o p e ra t iv e  phrase h e r e . is  " s t i l l - b r e e d in g  th o u g h ts "  -  o n e 's  image 
o f  o n e s e lf  must be dynam ic, n o t l i k e '  a s t i l l - b o r n  c o n v e n tio n , i f  i t  
i s  eve r to  be more c re a t iv e  tha n  th e  c o r re c t  b rid eg ro o m .
Now a dynamic r o le  o f  t h i s  k in d  i s  bo th  more g e n e ra l and more 
p re c is e  than  a s o c ia l  r o le  in  th e  s o c io lo g is t 's  sense. F o r, on th e  
one hand, i t  t e l l s  one how to  behave in  a l l  s o r ts  o f  s o c ia l  r o le s  and 
s i tu a t io n s  -  n o t ju s t  w eddings. And on th e  o th e r  hand, i t  marks one 
o u t u n iq u e ly  from  o th e r  occupants  o f  those  ro le s  -  " I 'm  n o t ju s t  any 
b rid e g ro o m ".
"Because s h e 's  n o t ju s t  any b r id e " ,  m ig h t come th e  r e jo in d e r .
And t h i s  i s  f a i r  enough; f o r  th e  c re a t io n  o f  o n e 's  own r o le  in v o lv e s  
th e  c o n s tru in g  o f  o t h e r s ' . The p o in t  i s  th a t  i t  must be c r e a t iv e  and 
in d iv id u a l ,  o r e ls e  one co u ld  never d ea l w ith  un ique  and unpreceden ted  
s i t u a t io n s  such as th e  wedding n ig h t .  C r e a t iv i t y  in  t h i s  sense may 
in v o lv e  th e  d e s t ru c t io n  o f  a l l  o ld  images and s te re o ty p e s , as when th e  
p r ie s t  o r p s y c h o th e ra p is t  encourages one to  re c o n s tru e  th e  p a s t in  o rd e r 
to  fa ce  a "b ra v e  new w o r ld "  in  th e  fu tu r e .  And t h i s  may in  tu r n  in v o lv e  
a n a ly s in g  o n e 's  r o le  in to  i t s  c o n s t i tu e n t  s u b - ro le s  b e fo re  re -a s s e m b lin g  
them in  a new o rd e r o f  p recedence, as when Antony dec ided  th a t  he would 
run  l i k e  a b ridegroom  to  h is  d e a th , n o t l i k e  a s o ld ie r  to  h is  d e a th .
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